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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of human capital and social capital 
on the employment conditions of immigrants (i.e., employment status, occupational status, part-
time/full-time status) in the United States. The current research addressed the following 
hypotheses: human capital and social capital are associated with 1) employment status; 2) 
occupational status; 3) part-time/full-time status of immigrants. Furthermore, this study 
examined the moderating effects of gender and race/ethnicity on the associations between human 
capital and social capital, and the employment conditions of immigrants. I hypothesized that the 
relationships of human capital and social capital with employment status; occupational status; 
part-time/full-time status of immigrants vary by a) gender and b) race/ethnicity. 
To address these hypotheses, secondary data analysis was conducted, using the first 
round of the New Immigrant Survey 2003. The sample was drawn from the adult dataset, which 
included immigrants who were admitted to the status of lawful permanent resident. Multinomial 
logistic regression models and binary logistic regressions models were estimated to address the 
hypotheses. To test the moderating effects, subgroup analyses were conducted.  
Findings from the study indicated that immigrants who had working experiences abroad 
and in the U.S. were more likely to be employed by others and self-employed rather than be 
unemployed. English language skills and health were positively related, but occupational status 
in the foreign job and having a U.S.-born spouse were negatively related to being employed by 
others. U.S. education was negatively related to the opportunity of being self-employed. 
Regarding occupational status, immigrants’ foreign education, previous occupational statuses 
both abroad and in the U.S., and English skills were positively related, while work experience in 
the U.S. was negatively related to current occupational status. Social group membership was 
positively related to current occupational status, but the number of times participating in 
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religious meetings was negatively related to current occupational status. Regarding part-
time/full-time status, immigrants who had higher occupational status and more years of U.S. 
education were less likely to have full-time status rather than part-time status. Having work 
experience in the U.S. and good/excellent health conditions were positively related to immigrants’ 
full-time status.  
In the subgroup analyses by gender, foreign work experience and good/excellent health 
were positively correlated, but occupational status in the foreign job was negatively associated 
with being employed for both female and male groups. Females who had working experience in 
the U.S. and high English skills were more likely to be employed, but male immigrants who had 
more years of education in the U.S. were less likely to be employed. Females who had U.S.-born 
spouses were less likely to be employed. Education and previous occupational statuses both 
abroad and in the U.S. as well as English skills were positively associated with higher 
occupational status for both females and males. However, work experience in the U.S., social 
group membership, and number of religious participation were only associated with males’ 
occupational status. In analyses of part-time/full-time status, U.S. education and health 
conditions were significant factors for male immigrants, but work experience in the U.S. was a 
significant predictor for females.  
In race/ethnicity subgroup analyses, foreign work experience was significant for Asian 
and Hispanic groups for employment status. U.S. education was negatively related to being 
employed of Blacks and work experience in the U.S. was positively related to being employed of 
Hispanic immigrants. Previous occupational status of the first job in the U.S. was negatively 
associated with being employed of Hispanics, but positively related to Whites’ employment 
status. English was a significant predictor for Asians only, and health was important to be 
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employed for Asians and Whites. A few social capital variables including U.S.-born spouse, 
social group membership, and ethnic-tie in religious meetings were negatively associated with 
being employed for Asian, Hispanic, and Black groups. Regarding occupational status, education 
received both abroad and in the U.S., and occupational status of the first job in the U.S. were 
significant predictors in all four groups. However, foreign work experience was negatively 
associated with Whites’ occupational status, and previous occupational status in the foreign job 
was positively related to Asians’ and Whites’ current occupational status. Work experience in the 
U.S. was negatively associated with Hispanics’ occupational status, and English skills were 
important for all groups’ occupational status except Blacks. Weak-tie based social capital was 
significant for Black and White immigrants’ occupational status. Finally, occupational status in 
the foreign job and having a U.S.-born spouse were negatively related to the part-time/full-time 
status of Asians, but English skills were positively related to Hispanics’ part-time/full-time status.  
Findings from the current study have implications for practice, policy, and research. 
Based on the findings, suggestions are made to help develop effective programs and policies to 
improve the employment conditions of immigrants. Further suggestions are made to help 
develop and improve gender- and race/ethnicity-specific programs and policies, which in turn, 
enhance their well-being, and benefit society. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 INTRODUCTION 
Immigrants have played an important role in the U.S. labor market. In fact, the U.S. labor 
force has heavily depended on the work of immigrants (Andersson, Garcia-Perez, Haltiwanger, 
McCue, & Sanders, 2010). According to Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Department of Labor, 
2013), there were 25 million foreign-born workers in 2012, which was 16.1% of the total labor 
force in the U.S. Despite the immigrants’ important roles in the labor market, many immigrants 
are not in favorable positions in the western labor market (Borjas, 1994; Raijman & Semyonov, 
1997; Portes & Rumbaut, 1990). For example, immigrants experience difficulty obtaining jobs 
and undergo longer times of unemployment resulting in higher unemployment rates than natives 
(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, OECD, 2006).  
           Immigrants’ employment also has been heavily affected by the recent economic 
downturns (December 2007 to June 2009) because there were increasing unemployment rates 
among immigrants, one of the most recognized indicators of economic recession. In 2009, 
immigrant unemployment was 9.7%, the highest level since 1994 (Camarota & Jensenius, 2009). 
The estimated number of unemployed immigrants was about 2.4 million (Migration Policy 
Institute, MPI, 2009). In particular, among immigrants from Central America, and Mexico, the 
dominant immigrant group in the U.S., the unemployment rate had reached as high as 13.1 % in 
January 2009 (MPI, 2009). The immigrants continued suffering high unemployment rates after 
the recession because 3.9 million jobs were lost in the U.S. labor market between January 2009 
and January 2010 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010).  
In addition to higher unemployment rates, immigrants also tend to have lower 
occupational statuses and earn less than native-born workers (Alba & Nee, 1999; Borjas, 1994; 
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OECD, 2008). In their host-country, it is hard for immigrants to obtain jobs that match well with 
their educational background or employment experience (Batalova, Fix, & Creticos, 2008). 
Immigrant workers are more likely to be employed in service jobs, construction, or maintenance 
works. Moreover, in 2012, immigrants who worked full-time each week earned only 78.4% of 
the earnings of their native-born counterparts (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). 
 In addition to the disadvantaged employment conditions of immigrants compared to the 
natives, differences in employment also exist among immigrant groups by gender and 
race/ethnicity. In 2012, more than half (57.6%) of the foreign-born workforce were male. While 
male immigrants’ unemployment rates declined from 8.8% in 2011 to 7.5% in 2012, female 
immigrants’ unemployment rates were still high despite the decline from 9.5% in 2011 to 8.9% 
in 2012 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). Regarding race/ethnicity, the majority of foreign-
born workers were comprised of Hispanics (48.3%) and Asians (23.7%), followed by Whites 
(18.2%) and Blacks (8.7%). Furthermore, Asian immigrants had lower unemployment rates 
(5.7%) than that for White (7.1%), Black (11.1%), and Hispanic immigrants (9.1%) in 2012 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). 
Good reasons exist for examining the employment conditions of immigrants. Researchers 
have consistently reported an association between immigrants’ unemployment and their failure 
to adapt in new countries, which in turn, appears to have immediate and long-term negative 
outcomes, such as family instability, poverty, and unhealthy environments for children 
(Galloway & Aaberge, 2005). On the other hand, employment brings the potential for many 
positive results including health insurance benefits (Claxton et al., 2012) and immigrants’ 
economic well-being (Allensworth, 1997). Therefore, examining factors related to employment 
among immigrants and helping them obtain and maintain job stability is critical.  
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  Existing studies tend to focus mainly on immigrant income and earning (e.g., Aguilera, 
2005; Boxman, De Graaf, & Flap, 1991; Constant & Massey, 2003), job tenure (e.g., Aguilera, 
2003), or employment/occupational mobility (e.g., Fuller & Martin, 2012; Toussaint-Comeau, 
2006). However, little research has addressed the fundamental employment conditions of 
immigrants such as employment status, occupational status, and part-time/full-time status. 
Among the few studies on employment conditions, several limitations exist. Many of the 
previous studies operationalized the employment status into two categories: unemployed and 
employed (e.g., De Jong & Madamba; 2001; Kanas, van Tubergen, & Lippe, 2011; Pedace & 
DuBois, 2012). However, immigrant employment status should actually be categorized into three 
statuses: a) unemployed, b) employed by others, and c) self-employed since immigrant self-
employment is growing (OECD, 2006). According to the U.S. Census, between 1970 and 2000, 
the number of self-employed foreign-born individuals has risen at a rate of more than four times: 
from 314,428 to 1,429,345 (Batalova & Dixon, 2005). Between 1980 and 2007, the total number 
of self-employed individuals increased by more than 7 million. Approximately 7% of the self-
employed were foreign born in 1980 and slightly more than 21% were foreign born in 2007 
(Lofstrom, 2009). Self-employment status is often considered as an avenue to ascendant mobility 
in terms of economic status (Lofstrom, 2009). Therefore, self-employed should receive more 
attention in employment status studies.   
 In addition, there are limited studies examining immigrants’ occupational status and part-
time/full-time status. In general, immigrants’ occupational status in the host-country shows a 
sharp drop from the one that immigrants had before migration (Hum & Simpson, 2004). In turn, 
their satisfaction with a job in the host-country and payment from the job are quite low and effect 
immigrants’ successful employment integration (Dowding & Razi, 2006). Moreover, working 
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hours are also critical for immigrants’ participation in the labor market and their socioeconomic 
assimilation (Lin, 2011) and in turn it has direct effects on immigrants’ social and economic 
mobility as well as their well-being (Allensworth, 1997). However, other than few exceptions 
(e.g., Lin, 2011; Lopez & Lozano, 2009), occupational status and the working hours have seldom 
been examined in immigrant research. Therefore, investigating those employment conditions is 
important and helpful for occupational assimilation of immigrants.  
            Previous researchers have examined factors that affect immigrant employment both in the 
United States (e.g., De Jong & Madamba, 2001; Pedace & DuBois, 2012; Potocky-Tripodi, 2004) 
and world-wide (e.g., Clark & Drinkwater, 2009; Lancee, 2010; Li, 2001). The inequalities 
between immigrants and natives have been identified in terms of different levels of skill, 
education, and language, which are generally referred to as human capital. For example, it is 
commonly argued that many people immigrate from developing countries; thus, immigrants 
often are less educated than natives in host-countries. Moreover, their work-related knowledge 
and experiences in their countries of origin are generally not valued as much in the host-country 
(Stinchcombe, 1990). In addition to human capital, social capital has been identified as another 
important factor in employment (e.g., Beggs & Hurlbert, 1997; Wahba & Zenou, 2005). For 
instance, family, relatives, and friends bring useful information for employment, and they can 
introduce immigrants to employers (Aguilera & Massey, 2003). Sometimes acquaintances help 
immigrants job searching by providing broader social networks and these networks bring more 
diverse information during times of unemployment or help immigrants promote their businesses 
(Foley & Hoge, 2007, Zhou, 2004).  
           However, those previous studies on employment conditions of immigrants focused on 
only either human capital (e.g., Pedace & DuBois, 2012) or social capital (e.g., Kanas, van 
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Tubergen, & Lippe, 2011). Since both human capital and social capital are important factors in 
immigrant employment (Raijman, 2001; Sanders & Nee, 1996) and they might be well-
connected (Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009), examining both human capital and social capital 
simultaneously may help reduce model bias in the identification of the relationships between 
those factors and immigrants’ employment conditions.  
           Further, factors related to immigrant employment conditions may vary according to 
gender and race/ethnicity (Livingston, 2006; Portes, 1995); however, little research has examined 
gender and racial/ethnic differences in the relationships of human capital and social capital with 
employment conditions of immigrants. Studying these differences is important in the 
understanding of gender and racial/ethnic disparity in the labor market. This study adds to 
current knowledge by identifying the differential links of human capital, social capital and other 
factors with immigrant employment conditions by gender and race/ethnicity, and could help 
suggest effective strategies to help different immigrant groups find jobs, obtain good 
occupational status, and increase their work hours.  
In sum, the current study seeks to investigate the relationships between human capital and 
social capital, and the employment conditions of immigrants (i.e., employment status, 
occupational status, part-time/full-time status) as well as the moderating effects of gender and 
race/ethnicity to these relationships. By identifying differences in gender and racial/ethnic groups 
in terms of use of different resources to gain employment, higher occupational status, and longer 
working-hours, the findings of this study will help suggest effective programs and policies to 
improve the employment conditions of immigrants, which in turn, enhance their well-being, and 
benefit society.   
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CHAPTER 2 
 LITERATURE REVIEW 
            This chapter discusses two theoretical frameworks: human capital theory and social 
capital theory. Each theoretical framework focuses on and emphasizes different aspects of capital 
that may affect immigrant employment status. This chapter also presents the existing research 
findings on the relationships between human capital and social capital with employment status 
among immigrants. A review of the importance of gender and ethnic differences related to 
factors of employment status of immigrants follows. In addition, other influential factors related 
to the employment status of immigrants (e.g., individual/demographics and family characteristics) 
are discussed. The chapter ends with a discussion on the significance of the current study. 
Theoretical Framework 
Human Capital Theory 
Human capital refers to the innate and developed talents, skills, abilities, and learned 
knowledge that people manage to get social and economic well-being (Grundy & Sloggett, 2003; 
OECD, 2001). This concept was developed between the 1960s and 2000s by several scholars 
(e.g., Schultz, 1961; Becker, 1964, 1993; Fitz-enz, 2000). The origin of human capital theory is 
followed by a discussion on how it can be applied to research on the immigrant population. 
The Origin and Development of the Human Capital Theory 
            Physical health, ability to work, and land were considered the main factors of production 
in the 1950s (Mincer, 1962). In the early 1960s, however, the development of the U.S. economy 
was not explained with those conventional factors of production (Denison, 1962; Krueger, 1968). 
Schultz (1961) identified the factor that was not explained by traditional factors as human capital 
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and then defined the term as the knowledge and skills that individuals gain from training and 
education.           
            Becker (1964) first formalized the theoretical derivation of human capital. In addition to 
Schultz’s emphasis on education, Becker viewed an individual receives additional income as 
much as investment in education (Becker, 1964). In his later work on human capital, 
employment and earnings were emphasized. Becker (1993) looked at how the economy can 
affect investment in human capital (i.e., training and education) on employment and earnings. 
More recently, Fitz-enz (2000) focused on the productivity and efficiency caused by human 
capital. In short, an individual’s learning capability as human capital is as important as other 
resources related to the production (Lucas, 1988, 1990). 
The Concept of Human Capital 
            In human capital theory, people are considered as resources for productivity (Aliaga, 
2001; Becker, 1993; Hendricks, 2002) so that education and training should be gained for 
investment in human resources (Aliaga, 2001). The range and variety of human capital influence 
an individual’s capability of understanding information, acting, and engaging in interpersonal 
communications (Stroombergen, Rose, & Nana, 2002). According to Coleman (1990), one 
person’s human capital is closely related to the person’s skills and capabilities. Thus, human 
capital, consequently, is related to investments in education as well as increasing job experiences 
and developing job skills that can be effectively utilized in the labor market (Becker, 1964; 
Schultz, 1963). Likewise, because human capital is closely related to the capability to create 
productive results, an individual who has more talents, skills and capacities is expected to be in a 
more advantageous position in the labor market. 
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In addition to skills and learning capabilities, some other aspects of characteristics such 
as individuals’ health conditions including the physical, emotional and mental health are also 
considered as human capital (OECD, 2001). Becker (1993) pointed out that some employees are 
more productive than others because they not only have better education and skills, but they also 
have better health conditions. Generally, education, market or work experience (Becker, 1964), 
and health (Becker, 1993; Chiswick, 1978) are used as measures of human capital in empirical 
research. 
Application of the Human Capital Concept to Research on Immigrants 
           In order to identify how individual characteristics of immigrants are influential to the 
results in the labor market, previous research has applied human capital theory (Ho, 2006). For 
example, the concept of human capital has been applied to understand participation in labor force 
(e.g., Bevelander & Veenman, 2004; Chow & Chow, 2009; Sanders & Nee, 1996), labor market 
outcome (e.g., Chiu, Choi, & Ting, 2005), job tenure (e.g., Aguilera, 2003), and earning (e.g., 
Zeng & Xie, 2004) of immigrants. However, typical human capital theory is not enough to 
explain immigrants’ human capital because immigrants’ knowledge and skills may not be as 
useful in the host-country. For immigrants, host-country language proficiency, which increases 
opportunities in the labor market, has been conceptualized as another element of human capital 
(Finnie & Meng, 2002). In fact, research on immigrant groups includes a host-country’s 
language proficiency as an additional human capital measure (Borjas, 1995; Portes & Rumbaut, 
2001; Sanders & Nee, 1987; Zhou & Logan, 1989).  
           In addition, for immigrants’ human capital, there is an additional distinction between 
origin-country (or foreign-earned or home-country) human capital, and host- (or destination- or 
receiving-) country human capital (e.g., Behtoui, 2004; Chiswick & Miller, 2007). In the field of 
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immigration, it has been discussed that human capital gained in an origin-country could be less 
valuable to employers than in the host-country (Btatsberg & Ragan, 2002; Chiswick, 1978; 
Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009). For example, education and the knowledge and skills obtained in 
an origin-country are often undervalued in a host-country labor market because of the difficulty 
transferring to a host-country. In addition, the quality of education that immigrants earned in 
their origin-countries could be low when they come from less developed countries (Friedberg, 
2000). On the contrary, education acquired in a host-country (one of host-country human capital) 
is well evaluated in the host-country labor market. Therefore, human capital is discussed in this 
study by differentiating between origin-country human capital and host-country human capital. 
Social Capital Theory 
            Generally, social capital theory implies that people do better in reaching their goals when 
they effectively use available resources from their social networks (OECD, 2001; World Bank, 
2000). Because of the anticipated benefit and worth of the resources from social networks, 
people try to invest in relationships with others (Flap & Völker, 2004). Various researchers were 
devoted to introducing and developing concepts and definitions of social capital, and clarifying 
several forms of social capital. Throughout the sub-sections, there will be a discussion on the 
development of the concept, definitions, and diverse forms of social capital, as well as its 
application to immigrants. 
Development and Definitions of Social Capital Concept 
            Glenn Loury (1977) initially brought in the social capital concept to social science. The 
concept of social capital was elaborated by three major theorists: Pierre Bourdieu, James 
Coleman, and Robert Putnam. Although theses scholars have different intellectual and political 
perspectives, they contributed significantly to the articulation of the social capital concept. 
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Bourdieu (1986) explained social capital refers to resources that are linked to group membership 
or networks which could be efficiently mobilized into economic, social or cultural resources. 
Therefore, social capital can improve the social positions of individuals in the groups or 
networks. Coleman (1988) expanded the definition by calling attention to how social structures 
are employed to augment productivity and to obtain ends that would otherwise be difficult or 
impossible. With a perspective in political science, Putnam (1993) started to highlight the 
concept’s inherent collective-individual tension. He developed the concept from the view that 
social capital is comprised of resources that communities gain through collective action of 
individuals. He emphasized how the existence of collective social resources stimulates 
interpersonal reciprocity. This perspective argues that if an individual participates in a specific 
group, the person will benefit socioeconomically (Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993). Based on 
Putnam’s idea, Alejandro Portes (1998, 2000) clarified the concept of social capital into two 
levels. He noted social capital is linked with the ability of individuals to acquire benefits via 
either a micro level (memberships in networks), or a macro level (social structures). Through this 
process, social capital generally means the relationships an individual builds with others and the 
concept of social capital has become popular in the social sciences because the concept calls 
attention to real and important phenomena (Portes, 1998).  
           Despite the wide use of the concept to social capital, however, no one agreed-upon 
definition exists (Field, 2003). Several scholars have variously defined social capital. At first, 
Bourdieu (1986, p.243) defined social capital as “…an attribute of an individual in a social 
context. One can acquire social capital through purposeful actions and can transform social 
capital into conventional economic gains. The ability to do so, however, depends on the nature of 
the social obligations, connections, and networks available to you.” Coleman (1988) described 
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social capital as social structure promoting the human action, Putnam (1993) emphasized 
enhancing the effectiveness of society, and Collier (1998) explained social capital as social 
interaction that can produce externalities. More recently, Grootaert (1999) defined social capital 
by viewing norms, networks and organizations as a set, and he emphasized that people can 
acquire access to power as well as resources through the set. Finally, Sobel (2002, p.139) 
considered social capital as the “…circumstances in which individuals can use membership in 
groups and networks to secure benefits.”  From an economic perspective, Falk and Kilpatrick 
(2000) viewed social capital as resources from which individuals socially and economically 
benefit. 
           Despite various definitions by different scholars, all commonly think that the ultimate 
goal is individual economic benefits (useful resources, better jobs, etc.) or social benefits (social 
safety, more collective action etc.). Furthermore, most definitions emphasize common elements: 
social networks, norms of reciprocity, and trust. Among the three elements, social networks are 
usually considered as the core element in social capital generating trust and norms (e.g., 
Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Ferlander, 2003; Putnam, 2000, 2007; Woolcook, 1998). 
Sometimes social network theory is distinguished from social capital theory in that social 
network theory tends to explain society as the build up of relations between individuals instead 
of one consisting of individuals. Based on this theory, a social network is described by showing 
how nodes in a network are interconnected (Wellman & Berkowitz, 1988). Thus, relative to 
social capital theory, social network theory focuses more on independence, relations, ties or 
nodes of individuals and groups in society (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Although social network 
theory and social capital theory are distinguished, as mentioned earlier, the concept of social 
networks is often described as one of the core elements in social capital, and two concepts are 
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considered as interchangeable ones. For example, social network theorist, Granovetter (1988) 
emphasized social networks and social relations as social capital because they act as forwarders 
of information for various opportunities. In addition, social capital is defined as ‘…the actual or 
potential resources which are linked to possessions of a durable network …’ (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 
248). Likewise, social capital means the resources that social networks can offer, including the 
resources that can be activated, and ones that are available (Bourdieu, 1986; Boxman, Graaf, & 
Flap, 1991; Putnam, 2000).   
Forms of Social Capital 
           In addition to the variety of definitions, social capital also varies in terms of its nature and 
functions. Conceptually, social capital has been differentiated by the direction of ties (horizontal 
and vertical), levels of formality (formal and informal), diversity (bonding and bridging), and 
strength (weak and strong) (Ferlander, 2007). 
            Often times, social capital forms of strength (strong and weak ties) are confoundingly 
used with those of diversity (bonding and bridging ties) (e.g. Islam, Merlo, Kawachi, Lindström, 
& Gerdtham, 2006; Van Oorschot, Arts, & Gelissen, 2006) because the effects of the two sets; 1) 
strong and bonding ties, 2) weak and bridging ties are similar (Ferlander, 2007). For example, 
strong and bonding ties tend to give emotional and institutional support, while weak and bridging 
ties tend to provide wide informational support. Consequently, bonding ties are often used to 
refer to close relationships such as family, close friends, and relatives whereas bridging ties refer 
to more distant relationships, e.g. with acquaintances and members within voluntary associations 
(Putnam, 1993; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). However, this distinction is more likely to refer to 
strong and weak social ties (Ferlander, 2007). Rather, bonding ties refer to relationships with 
people who are similar to an individual such as same ethnic people, whereas bridging ties refer to 
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relationships with people different from an individual such as different ethnic people (Ferlander, 
2003). Thus, family, relatives or close friends should be considered as strong ties rather than 
bonding ties, because they are emotionally close to an individual. In the same manner, 
acquaintances in work places, organizations, or other formal settings should be considered as 
weak ties rather than bridging ties, because acquaintances are emotionally distant from an 
individual (Lin, Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981; Granovetter, 1973).  
            Contemporary discussion has paid more attention to the social capital forms of diversity 
(i.e., bonding and bridging capital) (Burt, 2001; Leonard & Onyx, 2003; Schuller, 2007; Putnam, 
2000). However, among the various distinctions above, the most familiar classification is the 
forms of strength distinguished between strong and weak ties (Granovetter, 1973). Although the 
concept of strength of ties is common in the general social capital literature, its application has 
been limited in immigration social capital research (Menjívar, 2000; Boyd, 1989). This basic 
distinction (strong and weak ties) is important in order to examine the tendency of immigrant 
social capital use in their employment. Thus, in the current study, immigrant social capital is 
examined using concepts of strong and weak ties. 
Application of the Social Capital Concept  
            As the concept and forms of social capital have been developed, it has been applied to 
diverse settings including family (Hao, 1994), neighborhoods (Sampson & Morenoff, 1997), and 
nations (Putnam, 1993, 2000), and a variety of topics and populations. For example, social 
capital has been estimated with several health outcomes (Kawachi, Kennedy, & Glass, 1999); 
neighborhood safety (Lindström, Merlo, & Östergren, 2003), housing mobility (Briggs, 1998), 
economic development (Knack & Keefer, 1997), job tenure among Mexican immigrants 
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(Aguilera, 2003), and wages among both foreign- and U.S.-born workers (Cornelius, Tsuda, & 
Valdez, 2003; Pastor & Marcelli, 2000). 
            Since Massey, Alarcón, Durand, and González (1987) first applied the social capital 
concept to immigration, it has become popular in immigration literature because social capital is 
also important for the social development of immigrants (Stanton-Salazar, 1997). Massey and 
colleagues (1987) first noted that despite little financial resources, Mexican peasants have useful 
social capital that helps in finding jobs and increasing earnings in the U.S. Later, several 
researchers reported that interpersonal relationships are important for immigrants as a source of 
social capital (Espinosa & Massey, 1997a) and that immigrants use social capital in their 
migration processes to the U.S. (Massey & Espinosa, 1997; Singer & Massey, 1988), and in 
finding housing (Espinosa, 1997) as well as jobs (Aguilera, 1999, 2002, 2003; Espinosa, 1997) in 
the U.S. 
           Based on the literature review of concepts and forms of social capital, social capital refers 
to access to valuable resources and the use of them through available networks. This study 
examines not only whether they have (possible) access to networks, but also whether immigrants 
get (potential) resources from networks. Thus, the term social capital is used rather than social 
networks. Regarding forms, strong-tie based social capital is related to support from family, 
relatives and close friends, and weak-tie based social capital is related to memberships of their 
church or informal groups that the immigrants can get resources from. 
Conceptualization of Employment Conditions of Immigrants 
Employment Status             
In general, most previous studies on immigrant employment have measured the 
employment status into two categories: either employed or unemployed (e.g., De Jong & 
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Madamba; 2001; Kanas et al., 2011; Pedace & DuBois, 2012). On the other hand, several 
researchers (e.g., Kanas, van Tubergen, & van der Lippe, 2009; Sanders & Nee, 1996) argued the 
need to specify the category of employment by separating self-employment from employment by 
others. In order to see the overall picture of the employment status of immigrants, however, it is 
necessary to discuss three categories (not employed, self-employed, and employed by others), 
which means all three-employment statuses are simultaneously distinguished and included.             
           First, self-employment is important to the economic advancement of immigrants. Because 
the immigrant minorities who usually lack host-country human capital could be at a disadvantage 
in the host labor market, self-employment is an important measure of economic progress (Logan, 
Alba, & McNulty, 1994; Portes & Zhou, 1992). Similarly, some researchers have argued that 
self-employment is considered as an avenue to escape unemployment and poverty for the 
immigrant group (Raijman & Tienda, 2000; Waldinger, Aldrich, & Ward, 2006). 
            In addition, as briefly mentioned in the introduction, between 1980 and 2007, the overall 
number of self-employed immigrants has increased from approximately 9.9 million to 17.3 
million in the U.S. (Lofstrom, 2009). According to the Current Population Survey, an official 
definition of self-employment refers to business which is unincorporated, but in a broader 
definition, both the incorporated self-employment and unincorporated self-employment are 
included. With a more narrow definition of self-employment counting only unincorporated self-
employment, immigrant workers were slightly more likely to be self-employed when comparing 
to the U.S.-born population; the unincorporated self-employment rates were 7.4% for immigrant 
workers, but 7.0% for U.S. natives (Hipple, 2010). Under a broader definition, the self-employed 
rates were about 10% for immigrants, compared with 11% for the U.S. natives (Congressional 
Budget Office, 2004). More recently, a study using data from the 2010 American Community 
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Survey and the 2011 Current Population Survey found that about 11.5% of immigrants and 11.7% 
of natives are self-employed (Camarota, 2012). Due to the importance and increase of self-
employment among immigrants, the employment status of immigrants should be examined with 
three categories including unemployed, self-employed, and employed by others. 
Occupational Status 
Occupational status generally can be ranged from low to high. Hauser and Warren (1997) 
constructed the Hauser-Warren SEIs (Socioeconomic Indexes) scoring each occupation. The 
indexes are based on occupational education and occupational income and have scores for each 
job. According to the indexes, occupational status ranges from 10, low occupational status (e.g., 
sewing machine operators) to 80, high occupational status (e.g., physicians and surgeons). Using 
the Hauser-Warren SEIs, occupational statuses can be grouped into three categories: low (e.g., 
host(esse)s, maid, housekeeping workers, ground maintenance workers, laundry and dry-
cleaning workers, etc.), middle (e.g., many kinds of technicians, first-line managers/supervisors, 
fire fighters, etc.) and high (e.g., scientists, economists, psychologists, pharmacists, physicians 
and surgeons, engineers, chief executives, etc.) occupational status. 
Part-time/Full-time Status 
 According to the BLS (Bureau of Labor Statistics) Handbook of Methods, in general 
people who work 35 hours or more per week are considered as full-time workers. In contrast, 
those who work less than 35 hours per week are defined as part-time workers (U.S. Department 
of Labor, n.d.). By the definition, in this study, immigrants who work less than 35 hours per 
week are classified as workers with part-time status, while those who work 35 hours or more are 
considered as workers with full-time status. 
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The Influence of Human Capital and Social Capital on Employment Conditions of 
Immigrants: Empirical Findings 
!
           Research has consistently demonstrated multiple important factors related to immigrant 
employment, such as human capital and social capital, household context and resources, and 
migration history (Kanas et al., 2011; Lancee, 2010; Parks, 2004). The following sections review 
empirical studies on how these influential factors impact immigrants’ employment conditions.  
Human Capital and Immigrant Employment Conditions 
           Human capital theory suggests employers hire workers who are most capable (Becker, 
1993) because the most qualified employees tend to have higher levels of skills and education, 
helping them to be more productive (Borjas, 1990; Chiswick, 1988). In other words, those who 
lack human capital tend to be less employed. Indeed, studies have revealed immigrants with 
adequate education, language proficiency, and job skills would be more competitive for any type 
of employment (e.g., self-employment or salaried employment) (Borjas, 1983; Killingsworth & 
Heckman, 1986; Stier & Tienda, 1992). In addition, because human capital is associated with 
investments in education and also linked to increasing job experience and skills, which create 
productive results in the labor market, consequently, human capital is closely related to 
employment conditions such as occupational status and part-time/full-time status (Becker, 1964; 
Schultz, 1963). Based on this general idea, subsequently, the roles of education, work experience, 
language and health on immigrant employment are discussed. 
Education 
           Origin-country education. Formal education has been a significant factor of employment 
status (Cohen & Bianchi, 1999). However, the influence of formal education that is earned in the 
origin-country might be weaker because it is hard to transfer to the labor market in the host-
country (Duleep & Regets, 1999; Friedberg, 2000; Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009; Zeng & Xie, 
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2004). In addition, immigrants from less developed countries often do not have formal degrees 
recognized by employers in the host-country. Therefore, immigrants with only education from 
their origin-countries have less competition to be employed by others.  
           Studies found that origin-country education is positively associated with becoming self-
employed (Bates, 1997; Sanders & Nee, 1996). Nee and Sanders (2001) found that immigrants 
who have been educated entirely in foreign countries tend to be self-employed more than those 
whose education has been some or all U.S. experience. However, a Canadian study showed 
different results by level of origin-country education. At lower levels of education such as below 
a bachelor’s degree, immigrants with only origin-country education have either similar or lower 
propensities towards self-employment in non-professional occupations (small business owners) 
than those with Canadian education (Beaujot, Maxim, & Zhao, 1994). On the contrary to this, at 
higher levels of education such as a bachelor degree and above, immigrants with only origin-
country education have higher propensities towards self-employment than immigrants with 
Canadian education (Beaujot et al., 1994). Despite a high level of educational attainment in an 
origin-country, these immigrants may experience employers’ non-recognition of their foreign 
degrees as described above or difficulty finding a well-matched job with their educational level. 
Thus, they have more likelihood of becoming self-employed. 
 Working immigrants are difficult to fully use education received in the origin-country 
labor market. As a result, despite high levels of education, immigrant workers might have worse 
employment conditions such as lower occupational status and less working-hours in host-country 
labor market than in origin-country labor market (Matto, Neagu, & Ozden, 2008).  
 Host-country education. In general, compared to the influence of origin-country 
education, the influence of host-country education on immigrant employment is more likely to be 
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higher due to better quality and transferability. Moreover, education acquired in the host-country 
gives certainty to employers with credentials which they can fully recognize. Not only are 
employers know well those degrees or diplomas, but education matches with the needs of the 
labor market in the host-country. A study in the Netherlands found that when comparing 
immigrants who obtained their education in foreign countries, those who gained similar 
education in the Netherlands had more likelihood of being employed (including self-employment) 
rather than unemployment (Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009).            
            When distinguishing self-employment from employment by others, researchers have 
disagreed on the influence of host-country education in employment status of immigrants. 
Several researchers have argued that education obtained in the host-country could increase the 
likelihood of being employed by others and could be negatively associated with self-employment 
(Bates, 1997; Donato, Wakabayashi, Hakimzadeh, & Armenta, 2008; Kanas et al., 2009). On the 
other hand, other researchers have found that the host-country education increases the likelihood 
of being self-employed when comparing to being employed by others (Constant & Zimmermann, 
2006; Le, 2000).  
           Furthermore, there is an exceptional result. Surprisingly, a study conducted with 
immigrants in Sweden found that immigrants who had higher education obtained in a host-
country rather than in an origin-country had higher risks of unemployment than other immigrants 
(Duvander, 2001). However, it may be because immigrants who are unemployed are encouraged 
to participate in education or are selected to participate in Swedish educational programs, which 
are free (Duvander, 2001). Based on the mixed empirical findings from different studies, it can 
be concluded that the effect of education on immigrant employment status may vary depending 
! 20 
on whether an immigrant was educated in the origin-country or in the host-country as well as 
whether the immigrant pursued self-employment or employment by others. 
 Education is an important determinant of occupational status and work hours. Regardless 
of origin- or host-country education, not only is the year of schooling positively related to the 
occupational status (Toussaint-Comeau, 2006), but also the level of education increases related 
to the probability of obtaining full-time jobs (Bevelander & Groeneveld, 2012).   
Market experience (Work experience and previous occupational status) 
Origin-country market experience. Like the role of education acquired in an immigrant’s 
country of origin, experience in the labor market in the country of origin is often undervalued 
because the skills and experiences of the labor market do not perfectly transfer between countries. 
For example, employers in the host-country might underestimate immigrant employees’ skills 
that are earned from their countries of origin because native employers may not have knowledge 
of the country (Bates, 1997; Nee & Sanders, 2001). Likewise, because work experience in 
origin-country of immigrants can be less valued for employers in the host-country (Stinchcombe, 
1990), immigrants are generally expected to be less productive so they are not only less likely to 
be employed (Bevelander, 1999), but also less likely to utilize their skills in the labor market 
abroad. The underutilization of their experiences and skills results as “brain waste”, which means 
that highly skilled foreign-workers have lower occupational status in the host-country than the 
status they actually can work (Matto, Neagu, & Ozden, 2008).  
            When distinguishing self-employment from employment by others, there are conflicting 
arguments. Due to lower quality and difficulties in transferability of foreign work experience, 
immigrants having more work experience in their origin-country rather than in host-country have 
generally low opportunities of employment by others (Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002; Chiswick & 
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Miller, 2009; Duleep & Regets, 1997; Zeng & Xie, 2004). As a result, these circumstances lead 
immigrants to self-employment. On the contrary, it is argued that immigrants with more work 
experience in their home-country than in the host-country have less likelihood of being self-
employed than being employed by others. Unfortunately, immigrants who have more work 
experience in the origin-country than in the host-country are more inclined to have worse 
socioeconomic status. Due to the low level of socioeconomic statuses, despite the willingness of 
self-employment, immigrants who have more work experience in the market of their home- 
country are often not eligible to have their own businesses and therefore are more likely to be 
employed by others (Bell, 1997; Duvander, 2001).            
           Although employers in the host-countries often times devaluate immigrants’ foreign-
earned work experiences and their value is discounted, co-ethnic workplaces in the host-country 
may become sites that help immigrants to overcome the lack of host-country work experience 
(e.g., Light & Gold, 2000; Waldinger & Lichter, 2003). Co-ethnic employers may appreciate the 
value of work experience obtained in the origin-country. However, due to the small scale of most 
immigrant businesses and the intense competitive environment they operate, there are few 
opportunities that immigrants’ origin-human capital including work experience is considered as 
valued human capital (Light, Sabagh, Bozorgmehr, & Der-Martirosian, 1994; Nee, Sanders, & 
Sernau, 1994). In addition, the jobs offered by co-ethnics often provide only minimal payment as 
well as have little opportunity to move higher occupational status (Sanders & Nee, 1996; Sanders, 
Nee, & Sernau, 2002).  
Previous occupational status remains the most crucial predictor for the later status (Blau 
& Duncan, 1967). Thus, occupational statuses in foreign-countries are strongly related to the 
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current occupational status. Regarding work time, less-skilled immigrants tend to have hourly-
paid jobs (Allensworth, 1997).  
Host-country market experience. Employment by others is more closely related to work 
experience gained in the U.S. than with work experience gained in an origin-country (Duleep & 
Sanders, 1993). The work-related skills and experiences obtained in the host country are more 
likely to be transferable as well as be well-matched with the needs and expectations for jobs in 
the host-country (Zeng & Xie, 2004). As a result, acquiring credentials and job-related 
experiences in the labor market of the host-country promotes immigrants’ economic integration 
and consequentially, their well-being (Bratsberg & Ragan 2002; Friedberg 2000; Kanas & van 
Tubergen, 2009). Liu (2011) found that the lack of U.S. labor market experience among Mexican 
immigrants partially account for fewer work hours than non-Hispanic white workers. In 
particular, work experience from the host-country seems more important in the United States 
than in other countries. Findings from a recent study show that in the immigrant employment by 
others, the importance of working in the host-country is more emphasized in the United States 
than Spain by raising the odds of employment by others (Connor & Massey, 2010). 
           Regarding self-employment, there are inconsistent findings. Some researchers suggest that 
immigrants who have gained work-related experience in the host-country are more inclined to 
have broader opportunities to be employed by others and therefore have less likelihood of being 
self-employed (Nee & Sanders, 2001; Sanders & Nee, 1996). However, other researchers argue 
work experience gained in the host-country is more associated with self-employment than 
employment by others (Constant & Zimmermann, 2006; Kanas et al., 2009; Le, 2000) because 
the experience increases knowledge about markets as well as institutions in the host-country, 
such as tax offices or banks (Kanas et al., 2009). These market experiences in the host-country 
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can also be crucial to acquire information and knowledge related to self-employment such as 
working permits, rules, regulations and laws for business. Thereby, work experience gained in 
the labor market of the host-country contributes to more being self-employed than being 
employed by others (Le, 2000). 
            Similarly, Nee and Sanders (2001) found that as the number of previous jobs increases, 
the probability of being self-employed increases. During the acquisition of work experiences in 
the host-country labor market, immigrants have opportunities to broaden their social networks 
and thus gain business knowledge. As a result, immigrants can gradually move toward self-
employment (Sanders & Nee, 1996). 
 For the working population, host-country work experience and previous occupational 
status is influential to immigrants’ occupational status and work hours. According to Massy 
(1987), in general, U.S. labor market experience is a strong determinant of economic adjustment 
among Mexican male immigrants. Specifically, Grenier and Xue (2011) found that Canadian 
work experience helps immigrants to have the intended occupation. One study shows that how 
the first job in the host-country is important for the immigrants’ employment conditions.  
Language proficiency 
            For immigrants in general, the host-country’s language proficiency is decisive in the 
labor market. However, the language of origin-country could be important for self-employment 
(Min, 1993). If immigrants own their business in the co-ethnic community, for instance, origin-
country’s language skills could be a real advantage when they contact and communicate with co-
ethnic employees, clients, and traders (Evans, 1989; Waldinger et al., 2006). Moreover, using the 
origin-country’s language may be helpful to immigrants because it could make their networks 
within the ethnic community stronger, and consequently provide access to ethnic resources (Min 
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& Bozorgmehr, 2000). Furthermore, the origin-country language could be useful for self-
employed immigrants because using same language with customers helps recognizing cultural 
norms and practices, or understanding co-ethnic customers’ preferences (Waldinger et al., 2006). 
           Many scholars found that immigrants’ host-country language proficiency can improve 
opportunities in labor markets and their economic statuses by enhancing both their ability to find 
work and ability to find well-matched occupations with skills (Chiswick & Miller, 1995, 2002; 
Dustmann & Van Soest, 2002; Espenshade & Fu, 1997; Espinosa & Massey, 1997b; Shields & 
Wheatley Price, 2002). Boyd (1992) found low levels of language skills are associated with 
lower rates of labor force participation, a higher percentage in part-time jobs, and lower earnings. 
When compared to immigrants with poor host-country language skills, those with good language 
skills were more likely to be employed, including self-employment, rather than be unemployed 
(Kanas et al., 2011). In Liu’s study (2011), differences in English proficiency account for the 
different working hours between Mexican immigrant men and their non-Hispanic white 
counterparts.  
           In addition to immigrants employed by others, host-country language skills are critical for 
self-employed immigrants as well because they need to communicate more directly with native 
customers (Constant, Shachmurove, & Zimmermann, 2003; Le, 2000; Sanders & Nee, 1996). In 
fact, immigrants who speak English perform better in their entrepreneurs than those who do not 
(Mora & Davila, 2005). However, host-country language proficiency could be less decisive in 
low-skill jobs (Sanders et al., 2002). 
 Moreover, studies have shown that host-country language proficiency is positively 
associated with immigrant occupational status and work hours. In a study with Hispanic 
immigrants in the U.S., those who do not speak English have lower occupational statuses than 
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those who speak English or natives (Toussaint-Comeau, 2006). Furthermore, English skills are 
influential in order to be employed in the seeking occupational status (Grenier & Xue, 2011). 
Health  
           Lastly, health as an element of human capital might be related to immigrant employment 
status. Based on human capital theory (Becker, 1964), although individual skills are important 
for the successful adaption of immigrants in the host-country labor market, for those who lack 
human capital, their raw physical power sometimes may be only valuable property in the U.S. 
labor market (Portes & Rumbaut, 1990). Thus, health might be an important human capital 
among immigrants.  
          Researchers have demonstrated good health conditions are related to employment (Beland, 
Birch, & Stoddart, 2002), while poor health is related to unemployment (O’Campo, Eaton, & 
Muntaner, 2004). However, Dean and Wilson (2009) found unemployment was not related to 
poor health. Rather, the unemployed immigrants were very healthy. This can be explained by the 
immigrant health paradox, which states that immigrants generally have better health conditions 
despite their lower socioeconomic status comparing to their U.S. natives (John, de Castro, Martin, 
Duran, & Takeuchi, 2012). For the immigrant population, it is also argued that immigrants are 
generally healthy because the physically healthy people are able to migrate (McDonald & 
Kennedy, 2004). 
 Psychological health can also be related to employment conditions. Aycan and Berry 
(1996) found unemployment or underemployment experiences in a new labor market had a 
negative impact on psychological well-being and adaptation in the host-country. Findings 
indicate that if an immigrant experiences an unemployed or underemployed situation for a while, 
the situations might bring problems of the person’s psychological well-being and adaptation. 
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These mental health-related conditions, in turn, can impact on immigrant’s employment 
conditions. 
Social Capital and Immigrant Employment Conditions 
            Human capital attributes are not the only resources for immigrant employment in the U.S. 
labor market. In fact, a study shows that human capital has a weaker link with male immigrant 
employment status than for native-born white men (Chiswick, Cohen, & Zach, 1997). 
Immigrants benefit from the resources accumulated through personal social networks, in general 
comprised of family, relatives, or close friends from the same countries of origin with them, and 
help immigrants to find housing and jobs (Fernández-Kelly & Schauffler, 1994; Hagan, 1994). 
For new immigrants, social capital is critical because it promotes not only economic well-being, 
but also emotional well-being. It can also offer a resource of information, support networks, 
friendships, and material goods that facilitate their physical settlement. On the other hand, social 
capital provides the opportunity for immigrants to interact with other people as well as to 
develop a sense of belonging in groups or society (Markovic & Manderson, 2002). 
            Among the important role of social capital for the immigrants’ well-being, many studies 
have supported the fact that there is a strong link between social capital and employment by 
others (e.g., Granovetter, 1995; Wegener, 1991; Wahba & Zenou, 2005). In the recruitment 
process, both employer and employee benefits utilize social capital. When the new employees 
are hired through informal channels, for employers, the process of integration of new workers 
into the organization accelerates. Integration process is even faster if the new employee has 
personal networks in the workplace (Coverdill, 1998). Using social capital is also beneficial to 
employees. Because social networks help to establish informal job-matching channels 
(Granovetter, 1995), individuals who seek jobs can access richer and more trustworthy 
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information during job-seeking through social capital, and the information may lead to benefit in 
labor markets (Coleman, 1990). If information is only available through social capital, 
immigrants who do not have or use the networks may miss job opportunities. 
 In addition to employment status, social capital can be related to occupational status and 
part-time/full-time status. Granovetter (1995) argued that regardless of the strength of ties, social 
capital relates to status attainment so that people who use social networks tend to have higher 
levels of satisfaction with their jobs and have better conditions, such as higher income. 
           As previously discussed, there is not a single agreed-upon definition of social capital. 
However, social capital is often influenced by the number of contacts an individual has and 
depends upon the willingness of networks to provide support or the available resources (De 
Graaf & Flap, 1988). Based on this concept of social capital, the following section will discuss 
the roles of strong-tie based social capital (e.g., family, relatives, and friends) and weak-tie based 
social capital (e.g., members in social groups or in religion) as resources in employment 
conditions of immigrants. 
Strong-tie based Social Capital   
           Family, relatives and friends. Family and friends assist immigrants in finding work 
(Phillips & Massey, 2000; Waldinger & Litcher, 2003). Studies found that for Latino immigrants, 
social ties consisting of family members, relatives, and close friends help to form strong 
networks for those immigrants’ finding available work in the U.S. (Alderete, Vega, Kolody, & 
Aguilar-Gaziola, 1999; Fuentes, 2007; Garcia, 2005) and increases the likelihood of employment 
by others (Aguilera & Massey, 2003). 
            More importantly, for newly arrived immigrants, family and relatives play crucial roles. 
Information related to employment can be obtained quicker and less expansively through strong-
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tie based social capital by reducing trial and error periods. Aguilera and Massey (2003) argued 
that relatives or friends search and introduce jobs in order to keep the better jobs for their close 
networks. For example, an immigrant may accompany their family member to the working place 
and introduce the family member to the employer.              
           In addition, immigrants rely on their social capital by staying with relatives who have 
already immigrated, by working in a business run by family, or by using information offered by 
close networks to find employment (Nee & Sanders, 2001). In the case that a new immigrant has 
a household member who arrived earlier in the host-country, the household member can directly 
impact job-seeking by recommending a new immigrant to employers (Viruell-Fuentes & Schulz, 
2009). Household members generally wish the best for their kin and help the recently arrived 
members to find a job without pecuniary benefit (Enchautegui, 2002). For male immigrants, 
living with relatives initially tends to increase transitions into self-employment (Nee & Sanders, 
2001). 
            Greenwell, Valdez, and Da Vanzo’s (1997) study revealed an interesting result regarding 
mothers’ presence in the host-country. Although this study is limited to Salvadorian and Pilipino 
immigrants in Los Angeles, and focused only on networks within family, the authors found for 
male immigrants, when they have mothers in their country of origin, they had the higher 
probability to be employed. In the same condition, however, female immigrants showed the 
lower probability to be employed. 
            The role of strong-tie based social capital is more critical in connecting female 
immigrants to employment. The likelihood of unemployment among female immigrants 
decreases as they have the more employed adults in the household (Parks, 2004). Women who 
live with male partners or adults who are employed in households tend to have more strong-ties 
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that can bring useful information that may help to facilitate job searches, increasing the 
likelihood of finding employment (O’Regan & Quigley, 1993; Parks, 2004). Hondagneu-Sotelo 
(1994a) conducted a study of employees who originated from Mexico and found that women 
benefited from their husbands’ networks in finding their first house cleaning jobs. 
            In self-employment, the role of family becomes more important. There are many cases 
when family acts as the main social organization for the establishment or operation of a small 
business. For the business, start-up capital is required. If the business partner cannot be acquired 
within the nuclear family, however, immigrants first try to get assistance from their extended 
family rather than outside the family. Because nonfamily business partners can raise conflicts 
and increase transaction costs, immigrants prefer relying on family members for self-
employment (Sanders & Nee, 1996). 
            Another reason that family members help to facilitate immigrant self-employment is 
because they can be trusted as well as low-paid workers (Flap, Kumcu, & Bulder, 2000; Ram, 
Edwards, & Jones, 2007). In fact, the small-business owners interviewed in Sanders and Nee’s 
(1996) study reported they suffer from a chronic shortage of capital and they need to operate on a 
smaller budget. In these cases, family labor as low-paid labor is essentially needed to maintain 
the business. In particular, a majority of businesses in the U.S. run by Asians use family 
members who are unpaid workers (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1986). Moreover, some 
studies have found that strong-tie based social capital providing trusted labor becomes more 
useful in markets where responsibility and reciprocity are important (Bian, 1997; Brown & 
Konrad, 2001). 
            Native spouse. For married immigrants, it is important if an immigrant spouse is foreign-
born or native to the host-country. Furtado and Theodoropoulos (2009) argued the probability of 
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employment for male immigrants increased when they were married to a native individual. 
Native-born spouses help to increase immigrant spouses’ language proficiency, can contribute to 
knowledge of labor market conditions, and can assist with job searching (Meng & Gregory, 2005) 
increasing the likelihood of locating employment. In addition, because native-born spouses’ 
close networks such as their family members are most likely native-born, immigrants with native 
spouses may maintain useful information about job opportunities from spouses’ networks. 
Furtado and Theodoropoulos’s (2009) study using foreign-born male samples in the 2000 U.S. 
Census data, found immigrants who married to natives were more likely to be employed. 
           However, there might be cases where foreign-born spouses can help find jobs. For 
example, if native spouses bring more information about jobs, which requires high skills, 
immigrants with low skills will not benefit from their spouses and vice versa. For many of the 
immigrants, foreign-born spouses become more helpful than native spouses in finding better 
employment matches because they get information from immigrant networks which are socially 
cohesive and have similar situations (Munshi, 2003). Thus, marriage to a foreign-born individual 
may increase the possibility of immigrant employment as well as employment in expected 
occupational status.  
Weak-tie based Social Capital 
           Weak-tie based social capital could be more useful in the labor market than is strong-tie 
based social capital. For example, Granovetter (1973, 1985, 1995) emphasized the important role 
of interpersonal networks with acquaintances in job finding. Acquaintances can link people to 
social capital in which they had no connections with previously. New social connections allow 
for an exchange of information and can expand employment opportunities. 
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            Weak-tie based social capital is more valuable than strong-tie social capital in having 
better employment conditions because networks of strong-tie based social capital tend to be 
smaller and more homogeneous than networks of weak-tie based social capital (Wegener, 1991). 
In other words, the primary value of weak-tie based social capital is typically achieved through 
work, neighborhood, organizations, and acquaintances that can bring broadening information, 
which is particularly important in job finding. Weak-tie based social capital is important not only 
to those who are employed by others, but those who are self-employed. In a study on Korean 
immigrants who own businesses, Kim (1981) found that ethnic organizations such as Korean 
newspapers, Korean churches, and business associations in Korean immigrant communities have 
more influence on their businesses than extended kinship. 
            Among various channels to know acquaintances, many immigrants meet new people and 
get resource from religious attendance. Religious involvement also assists immigrants in 
securing employment. Religious organizations made up of ethnically homogeneous members can 
often operate as informal job fairs by sharing job opportunities (Chen, 2008; Zhou, Bankston, & 
Kim, 2002). Garcia (2005) found that although Mexican immigrants in Oklahoma relied heavily 
on family and friends to locate employment, they also relied on church and employer networks. 
Furthermore, through participation in religious organizations, immigrants can build broader 
social networks, and the networks assist them during times of unemployment, job transition, or 
business promotion (Foley & Hoge, 2007, Zhou, 2004).  
In regard to other employment conditions (i.e., occupational status and part-time/full-time 
status), weak-tie based social capital may be not be as important. Research indicates the use of 
weak-tie based social capital is not related to finding a good job (Montgomery, 1992). 
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Furthermore, studies found there is no relation between the size of social capital and part-time 
working status (Heiligers, et al., 2008).            
In addition, for the immigrant populations, weak-tie based social capital could be divided 
into two groups: co-ethnics and natives. For example, a majority of members in a religious group 
who are contacted might be either the same ethnicity or born in the United States. Further 
discussion indicates ethnic social capital and native social capital are differently associated with 
immigrant employment.   
            Ethnic social capital. For immigrants, access to co-ethnic networks is important (Portes 
& Sensenbrenner, 1993; Sanders & Nee, 1987). Especially for the newly arriving immigrants, 
ethnic relationships based on same country-of-origin or same language is crucial (Toussaint-
Comeau, 2012). These ethnic social networks help newcomers to connect with their already 
settled co-ethnics, who can help newcomers with information regarding housing, employment 
and business opportunities, schooling for children, and who can share cultural and religious 
activities in the local economy (Elliott & Ionescu, 2003; Elliott & Sims, 2001; Munshi, 2003). 
            According to Liu’s study (2011), finding a job in a co-ethnic community is most 
prevalent among new coming Mexican immigrants who lack sufficient English skills. Because 
they lack job-related skills and experience to be employed in the U.S. labor market, employment 
in a community with co-ethnicities may be easier and safer for them. 
            In particular, newly arrived immigrants rely on co-ethnic networks. Because new 
immigrants are not accustomed to new societies, they tend to first search and obtain jobs in the 
immigrant ethnic economy. In that case, co-ethnic acquaintances may help new immigrants by 
providing advices on the etiquette for job interviews as well as information about local firms 
(Nee & Sanders, 2001).  
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           Employers save time and money by searching for employees through informal networks 
(Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994b; Rodriguez, 2004). In this case, networks with co-ethnics help 
immigrants to find jobs because employers recruit new workers through current employees (Ellis, 
Wright, & Parks, 2004; Johnson-Webb, 2003; Waldinger & Der-Martirosian, 2001).  
           Ethnic social capital may help in the development of ethnic enterprise among immigrants 
(Light & Karageorgis, 1994; Portes & Bach, 1985). Similar to the use of family social capital as 
low-waged and trusted labor in self-employment, labor from ethnic ties provides the basis for 
trust which is less likely to be obtained from cross-ethnic labor. In addition to trust, co-ethnic 
workers would be willing to accept lower wages or work in poorer conditions than workers of 
different ethnicities. In return, employers sometimes help their co-ethnic employees when they 
need help by allowing flexible work schedules (Zhou, 1992). Thus, ethnic social capital is 
helpful in business management.             
           In addition to the benefits of hiring ethnic employees, ethnic social capital helps self-
employed immigrants because co-ethnic immigrants can provide low-paid and trust labor, and 
useful information for their businesses (Min & Bozorgmehr, 2000; Rodriguez, 2004) as well as 
build solidarity and trust, all of which help to facilitate cooperation and help among businesses 
(Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993; Waldinger et al., 2006). For example, several scholars have 
found that membership among ethnic groups helps immigrants in getting access to organizations 
that help create financial capital to start businesses, such as credit associations (Bates, 1997; 
Yoon, 1991). Moreover, ethnic social capital aids immigrants in becoming self-employed by 
helping them access additional business-related information such as good places for business, 
regulations, laws and permits, and employees (Waldinger et al., 2006). With those diverse 
reasons, ethnic social capital is helpful to immigrants’ self-employment (Bates, 1997; Min & 
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Bozorgmehr, 2000). Indeed, women who participate in ethnic associations are likely to become 
self-employed (Nee & Sanders, 2001).  
            However, relying exclusively on ethnic social capital can have negative influences. 
Members of ethnic groups may not know well about the host-country’s labor market situations or 
salaried job opportunities than natives. For example, co-ethnic networks limit opportunities for 
salaried employment positions, which often need to work longer hours with little payment 
(Sanders & Nee, 1987). However, the influence of ethnic social capital has been rarely theorized 
and empirically investigated in immigrant research. 
           Native social capital. On the other hand, native social capital may assist immigrants 
because it provides them with non-redundant information about opportunities in the labor market 
(Burt, 1992; Granovetter, 1973). Natives have access to employment-related information more 
than immigrants do because they have more exposure to the host-country labor market. In 
general, they have more and better information about specific job opportunities, and tips for 
finding jobs and for presenting themselves to employers. Thus, native social capital can help 
immigrants enter to the host-country labor market. Kanas and his colleagues (2011) 
demonstrated the importance of native social capital in immigrant employment including self-
employment. They supported the notion that having contact with natives previously increases the 
odds of employment by more than 100 percent. 
           Conversely, native social capital lacks the group commonality or trust. As a result, from 
native social capital, it is hard to expect to obtain the financial aids, or the low-paid and trust 
labor, which are provided by ethnic social capital, and helps immigrants to start and succeed in 
their business. 
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 Up to now, the role of human and social capital in immigrant employment conditions has 
been reviewed. The literature review shows that existing studies have found mixed results on 
which factors affect the employment conditions of immigrants. It might be because a variety of 
studies are conducted in diverse countries with different samples. It is also possible there are 
mixed findings because previous studies used different models focusing on either human capital 
or social capital rather than focusing on both human and social capital simultaneously.   
Importance of Gender and Race/Ethnicity on Relations of Human Capital and Social 
Capital with Employment Conditions of Immigrants 
!
            In the current study of employment conditions of immigrants, issues on gender and 
ethnicity/race are important because these issues are closely associated with human and social 
capital as well as some of the control variables and employment conditions. A review of gender 
and racial/ethnic inequalities in immigrants’ capital and employment conditions are discussed in 
this section. 
Importance of Gender 
Gender is expected to be important in immigrants’ employment conditions. Several 
researchers found immigrant minority women are highly vulnerable in their employment status 
(Donato et al., 2008; Tienda, Donato, & Cordero-Guzman, 1992). Their disadvantaged positions 
in the labor market are given the different experience in the labor market between men and 
women (Alon & Haberfeld, 2007), gender ratio in the labor force (Huffman & Velasco, 1997), 
and gender segregation at work (Kmec, 2005; Robinson, Taylor, Tomaskovic-Devey, Zimmer, & 
Irwin, 2005). Thus, men tend to find work more easily and faster than women do (Lewis, 2008). 
In particular, U.S. female immigrants are in an unfavorable situation in terms of employment 
status. A study comparing the immigrants’ employment in Canada, New Zealand, Switzerland, 
and the U.S. show that male immigrants tend to be less employed than natives in Canada, New 
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Zealand, and Switzerland, except for those in the U.S. For female immigrants, however, those in 
the all four countries (Canada, New Zealand, Switzerland, and the U.S.) tend to be less employed 
than natives (Kahn, 2004). Because female immigrants in the U.S. show more difficulty in 
employment than male immigrants do, examining gender differences in the employment status of 
immigrants is significant in the current study with the U.S. immigrants. 
 Besides those market conditions, gender socialization theory needs to be addressed. The 
theory explains that men and women possess different attitudes and expectations in their work 
environment. According to the gender socialization theory, men are more likely to focus more on 
achievement and advancement because they are socialized to be assertive and to emphasize a 
competitive characteristic. In contrast, women are more likely to be concerned with harmonious 
relationships and nurturing attitudes due to earlier gender training that taught them to be less 
aggressive but more relationship-oriented (Betz, O’Connell, & Shepard, 1989; Gilligan, 1982; 
Lueptow, 1981; Veroff, 1977).  As a result, a man is expected to act as the primary breadwinner, 
whereas a woman is expected to be a wife or a mother, even in the case that a woman works 
outside the home. The gender socialization approach emphasizes that men pursue social success 
through income, promotion and long working hours (Gaeddert, 1985). For immigrants, this 
gendering practice is also applied. From the first step of migration, there are gender differences 
which can influence differences in employment conditions. For most immigrant women, their 
primary purpose of migration is family reunification, while males migrate to work. Thus, the 
motivation for work is often secondary or absent for female immigrants (Parks, 2004). In 
addition, male immigrants tend to have higher occupational statuses than female immigrants 
(Toussaint-Comeau, 2006). Given the gendering in the labor market and the gender socialization 
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approach, it is expected that there are gender differences in the association of human capital and 
social capital with the employment conditions of immigrants.  
 Because human capital and social capitals are different and influenced by gender, as a 
result, human capital and social capital have different effects on the employment conditions in 
each gender. However, the effect of gender on the association between human and social capital 
and immigrant employment conditions has been disregarded in previous research. In regard to 
human capital, for instance, studies have found that female Mexican immigrants tend to have a 
higher educational level than their male counterparts (Kanaiaupuni, 2000; Massey & Espinosa, 
1997). Based on human capital theory, those female immigrants with better human capital could 
have better employment conditions such as employment in full-time, high occupational status. 
However, if female immigrants do not have the opportunity to fully use their human capital in a 
new country labor market, their educational level may not be important in their employment 
conditions. Therefore, exploring whether male or female immigrants are more effective in using 
their human capital in the host-country labor market is important. For example, English 
proficiency on labor market participation is more significant for women than for men among 
Hispanic immigrants (Bean & Tienda, 1987).  
            Like human capital, female immigrants seem to have different mechanisms than male 
immigrants when using social capital for their employment. Female immigrants may have 
different amounts of social capital than male immigrants. Campbell, Marsden, and Hurlbert 
(1986) argue that social capital, like many other resources, is not spread fairly in society. Lin 
(1999) also argues that different social groups (i.e., gender and race) have different social 
resources. Because of the imbalance of social capital, females and minority groups have fewer 
opportunities in mobilizing social resources when obtaining jobs and promoting careers. For 
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certain racial/ethnic groups, gender difference in using social capital is more important than 
using human capital for their employment. Among Mexican immigrants, for instance, the gender 
differences in using human capital may be less than in using social capital because Mexican 
immigrants in the U.S. are often employed in physical work or domestic work, which are 
considered as low occupational status and which required little human capital (Catanzarite, 2000, 
2002). 
When compared to men, weak-tie based social capital such as the neighborhood and 
acquaintances plays a more important role for women (Fernández-Kelly, 1995) so that when 
finding jobs, information from close friends or family members as well as the neighborhood is 
crucial for females (Hanson & Pratt, 1991). In other words, when searching for jobs, women use 
strong-tie based social capital more than men (Marsden, 1987; Moore, 1990), and use people 
who are geographically proximate (Hanson & Pratt, 1991). However, there is an opposite finding 
as well. According to Marsden and Gorman (2001), when compared with men, women use less 
social networks when searching for jobs, because people in women’s networks tend to have less 
valuable job information. Furthermore, male immigrants who contact their family frequently are 
more easily employed in the intended occupational status whereas for female immigrants, having 
new friendship networks helps them to be employed in the intended occupational status (Grenier 
& Xue, 2011). 
Likewise, the effects of gender on the associations between human and social capital, and 
immigrant employment conditions need explored to understand employment conditions among 
immigrants and help them. Although little research has investigated how human capital and 
social capital are differentially influential to female and male immigrants in the U.S. labor 
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market, recent research on immigrants suggested that gender is a significant factor moderating 
the relationships (Livingston, 2006). 
            In addition to effects on the relationships of human and social capital with employment 
conditions, gender also interacts with some family characteristics such as marital status, 
household size, and presence of young children, which are control variables in this study, and 
influence employment conditions.  
 Marital status. The influence of marital status on employment conditions is more likely 
to be related to female immigrants rather than males. In modern societies, however, having a 
partner is not strongly related to employment status, but it is associated with working hours. 
Women who have a partner tend to work fewer hours than single women (Bevelander & 
Groeneveld, 2012). Occupational levels tend to be higher among female immigrants who are 
married. Kossoudji and Ranney (1984) conclude female Mexican immigrants who are married 
enter into higher paid jobs than their unmarried counterparts due to the use of their husbands’ 
social capital.  
 Household size. Larger families help immigrants’ economic activity, particularly 
immigrant women’s employment (Stier & Tienda, 1992). Women are free to work when 
extended family members and other relatives are in the immigrant household because they may 
contribute domestic support and assist in the care of children (Cohen, 2002; Duleep & Sanders, 
1993; Kahn & Whittington, 1996). However, Junankar and Mahuteau (2005) found that 
immigrants who have a large household size are less likely to hold a job or are less likely to 
maintain a high status job. 
            Presence of young children. The presence of dependent children can cause gender 
differences in employment status among immigrants (Pixley, 2008). The presence of young 
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children in the household is negatively related to labor force participation, particularly with 
female employment status (Cobb-Clark & Connolly, 2001; Duleep & Sanders, 1993). In contrast, 
older children can increase possibilities of women’s participation in the labor market by helping 
household duties (Tienda & Glass, 1985). Read (2004) found that although the presence of 
young children decreases likelihood of women’s work, older children do not affect Arab-
American women’s distribution of hours between home and work. However, Kan (2007) argued 
the presence of dependent children does not decrease a woman’s chance of work. 
 It is also related to immigrants’ work hours. In general, childcare takes many hours and 
often hinders full-time employment (Gupta & Ash, 2008). Bevelander and Groeneveld (2012) 
found that having two or more children decreases the probability of full-time status among 
female immigrants. 
Importance of Race/Ethnicity 
Along with gender, race/ethnicity is a salient factor that characterizes human capital and 
social capital, and as a consequence, employment conditions can become affected. In general, it 
is known that underemployment has been higher among minority and immigrant groups when 
comparing to non-Hispanic whites (Zhou, 1993). In addition to the differences between whites 
and other groups, there are differences in employment conditions among immigrant groups that 
consist of diverse races and ethnicities. Growing interest in racial/ethnic disparities in 
immigrants’ labor market outcomes is associated with concerns about the ways in which human 
capital and social capital affects employment and occupational integration into the host-society. 
According to segmented assimilation theory, because structural barriers (i.e., race and 
skin color) affect the immigrant social mobility differently, each racial/ethnic group of 
immigrants can have different patterns in the integrating process into the host-country (Portes & 
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Zhou, 1993; Zhou, 1997). In other words, social factors including race, skin color, and 
socioeconomic status among different immigrant groups can lead different types, numbers and 
rages of economic opportunities and different employment conditions. For example, when 
comparing with non-White immigrants with low socioeconomic status and poor English 
proficiency, White immigrants with high socioeconomic status and high English language 
proficiency are more likely to assimilate with native-born Whites (Zhou, 1997). Compared to 
non-Blacks, Blacks are more likely to experience barriers in the U.S. labor market such as 
discrimination in the hiring procedure (Reskin, McBrier, & Kmec, 1999). Likewise, racial 
discrimination due to structural factors may limit the chances available to non-White immigrants, 
and Hispanic and Black immigrants are relatively more disadvantaged than other immigrant 
groups in the U.S. (Zhou, 1997). Applying the segmented assimilation theory to the current study, 
it is expected that immigrants experience discrimination and their human and social capital may 
not result in anticipated roles in employment conditions. Thus, there might be differences in 
employment conditions themselves as well as the relationships of human and social capital with 
employment conditions across racial/ethnic groups of immigrants.   
  Immigrant research has focused on explanations for the differential economic success of 
different race/ethnicity (Portes, 1995; Read, 2004). These differences can be traced to variations 
in education, English skills, qualifications, and resources. For example, when compared to other 
immigrant groups, Latinos generally have lower education levels and income (Pew Hispanic 
Center, 2009). In fact, immigrants from Latin America have lower high school completion rates 
(54.5%) than immigrants from Asia (87.9%) and Europe (88.7%) (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
2010). 
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            In addition, when immigrants have lower levels of education, they are less able to transfer 
human capital into the U.S. labor market (Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002). A study comparing 
immigrants from Central America and Mexico in California found that Central Americans come 
to the States with higher education levels and knowledge of English language than Mexicans 
(Wallace, 1986). In addition, East Asian immigrants have lower levels of English skills, while 
South Asian and African immigrants have higher levels of English proficiency (Chiswick & 
Miller, 1998). Due to language proficiency, which is a critical determinant of employment for 
immigrants (Kossoudji, 1988), immigrants who come from countries where English is not the 
official language face difficulties to transfer their human capital into host-country labor markets 
(Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002). 
            In a study comparing White, Black and three groups of Latina women (Mexican, Cuban 
and Puerto Rican), education explained group differences in terms of employment status 
(England, Garcia-Beaulieu, & Ross, 2004). When comparing to other U.S. women, Asian 
women showed the highest educational levels and highest employment rates, while Hispanic 
women showed the lowest levels of education and lowest rates of employment (Schoeni, 1998). 
In a more recent study comparing Hispanic, Asian, and Middle Eastern women, it was 
determined that human capital is a significant factor explaining the gaps in employment with 
White women for Hispanic female immigrants than for Asian and Middle Eastern female 
immigrants (Read & Cohen, 2007). In particular, the resources of human capital and social 
capital influence immigrant self-employment, and there is an intergroup variation in business 
ownership (Sanders & Nee, 1996). Relatively low educational levels among Mexican immigrants 
explain part of the lower self-employment rate (Fairlie & Woodruff, 2007, 2010; Lofstrom & 
Wang, 2006). 
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A few studies identified race/ethnicity as important aspects among employed immigrants 
as well. Although in general highly educated immigrants are likely to obtain high occupational 
status with full-time working status, Asian immigrants in Australia tend to have respectively low 
occupational statuses compared to their educational level (Kler, 2006). In addition, educated 
immigrants from Western and European countries showed more favorable occupational 
outcomes in the U.S. labor market comparing the Middle Eastern and African counterparts 
(Matto et al., 2008). 
           Although ethnic variations in immigrant human capital characteristics can affect the 
racial/ethnic differences of immigrant employment, the racial/ethnic variations are not enough to 
be explained with only human capital differences. Despite Korean women’s low levels of 
English proficiency, for example, they have relatively high rates of employment (Min, 1997). 
Despite high educational levels, Iranian and Arab immigrant women have relatively lower 
employment rates (Dallalfar, 1994; Read, 2004). Thus, the impact of another resource such as 
social capital is needed to be reviewed. 
            Racial/ethnic disparities in immigrant employment conditions could be due to different 
levels and uses of available resources (i.e., social capital). The different composition of social 
capital causes uneven resource infrastructures. During the initial process, Koreans have better 
access to business-relevant information and practical advice than Mexicans (Raijman, 2001). In 
particular, co-ethnic social capital is an important factor determining male immigrant self-
employment in the U.S. market (Toussaint-Comeau, 2012). Light (1984) found high rates of self-
employment among Cubans and Koreans were in large part due to their ethnic resources. Yoon 
(1991), who studied Korean businesses pointed out that co-ethnic social capital played an 
important role in their businesses. 
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 In addition to different associations between human and social capital and employment 
conditions, there might also be different relationships between individual and familial 
characteristics and employment conditions by race/ethnicity. Selected control variables are 
discussed here because the impact of those variables on employment conditions can be affected 
by racial/ethnic identity.  
            Region of birth. Differences in immigrant employment by race/ethnicity cannot be 
understood without discussing variation by another racial/ethnic related factor: country of birth. 
Immigrants from countries with similarities to the host-country are likely to be adjusted in the 
labor market (Bevelander, 1999). For instance, Asian Indian Americans who used English as one 
of the official languages in their country of origin experience fewer language barriers than most 
other Asian immigrants (Helweg & Helweg, 1990). Research in Australia has also found worse 
labor market outcomes among immigrants from non-English speaking countries (Hawthorne, 
2005). 
           The national level of education can bring differences. A study conducted with immigrants 
in Norway found that the average educational attainment of the immigrants’ country of origin 
was positively related to self-employment. In other words, people from countries with high 
levels of educational attainment have more possibilities to own businesses and become self-
employed (Vinogradov & Kolvereid, 2007). Among Latino immigrants, Nicaraguans are much 
more educated and their ability to translate educational attainments to occupational outcomes is 
much better than those who originate from Mexico, Costa Rica, and Guatemala (Flores, 2010).                
           So far, in the previous studies on immigrant employment status, the importance of the 
roles of gender and race/ethnicity are separately discussed. However, gender and race/ethnicity 
may act simultaneously. For example, De Anda’s (2000) study of women of Mexican-origin’s 
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unstable employment showed how well immigrant employment is related to gender and 
ethnicity/race. He found that prevalence of unstable employment is higher for women of 
Mexican-origin compared to both white female and male workers. The study demonstrated that 
instability was due to low human capital. 
            In regards to the relation between employment status and presence of children in a 
household, an important factor for female immigrants’ employment, ethnic differences also exist. 
The Hispanic immigrants with three or more children at home are less likely to be employed than 
those who have an only child. For the Asian and European immigrants, however, women with 
three or more children are more likely to be employed than those with one child (Duleep & 
Sanders, 1994). Given these abnormal patterns and ethnic heterogeneity among immigrants in 
the U.S., examining ethnic variation in immigrant employment is important. 
 Despite advancement in research on immigrants’ performance in the U.S. labor market, 
previous studies have also given limited attention to the examination of the roles of gender and 
race/ethnicity as moderating factors. Consequently, although prior studies have tried to help us 
understand how the difference gender and race/ethnicity have different associations, questions of 
how race/ethnicity moderate the association of human and social capital with immigrants’ 
employment conditions as labor market outcomes has not been extensively examined. Therefore 
in this study, the questions of how the relationships of human and social capital with 
employment conditions vary by gender and race/ethnicity are examined, while also controlling 
for a series of individual and family characteristics.  
Individual and Family Characteristics with Employment Conditions of Immigrants 
           Supported by a limited number of previous studies, a variety of variables of individual and 
family characteristics linked to immigrant employment conditions are examined in this study. 
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Selected individual and family related variables such as region of birth, household size, marital 
status, and the presence of young children were reviewed in the section of importance of gender 
and race/ethnicity on employment condition of immigrants. In addition to those variables, 
immigrant age and variables of immigration history including age at arrival in the U.S., visa 
admission categories, entering year into the U.S., the length of living in the U.S., and a 
household economic condition are discussed as immigrant individual and family characteristics 
in this section. 
           Age and age at arrival in the U.S. As would be expected, employment rate among 
immigrants increase in the young labor force ages, hits a peak, but then drops in the older ages 
(Connor & Massey, 2010). Age also has a non-linear relation with occupational status. With a 
positive relationship until the 40s, there is a negative relation with occupational status 
(Toussaint-Comeau, 2006). Furthermore, immigrants who migrate at a young age and have better 
skills in the host-country language perform better in the labor market (Chiswick & Miller, 2002). 
Age at immigration might be a critical factor in an immigrant’s employment conditions. Because 
older immigrants may have difficulty changing their job and occupational status, older 
immigrants are less likely to be employed in their intended occupational status (Grenier & Xue, 
2011). 
          Visa admission categories. Depending on a class of admission groups, immigrants may 
have different employment conditions. For example, immigrants who acquired LPR status via 
employment preferences may have more motivation, desire or ability than those who obtained 
their LPR status through family preferences. However, immigrants obtaining LPT status through 
family preferences may benefit more from their family members networks than immigrants 
receiving a green card through other categories (Lofstrom, Hill, & Hayes, 2010). In fact, Akresh 
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(2006) found visa entrance status is significantly correlated with immigrant occupational 
attainment. 
          Entering year into the U.S. Period of entry may be important because immigrant policy, 
historical events such as 9/11, or economic conditions may play a key role in explaining 
influence on immigrant employment (Bevelander, 1999). Immigrant employment assimilation is 
significantly influenced by contemporaneous changes in policy and labor market conditions 
(Pedace & DuBois, 2012). For example, a Mexican migrant may experience poorer working 
conditions because of the post-1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) policy regime 
(Donato et al., 2008).  
           A historical event, 9/11 in 2001 has had repercussions for immigrant employment. Due to 
hysteria and paranoia from 9/11, discrimination and violence directed toward immigrants across 
the United States have increased, especially toward Arabs and Muslims (Cavanaugh, 2004; 
Gandara, 2006). In addition, the recent economic recession might be an important period for 
immigrant employment. However, because all immigrants in this study were interviewed in 2003 
or 2004, 9/11 in 2001 is the closest, important historical incident to the interview year.  
            The length of living in the U.S. Previous studies found positive relationships between the 
duration of residence in the host-country and employment (Duleep & Sanders, 1993; Read & 
Cohen, 2007). Chiswick and Hurst’s study (2000) using 1990 U.S. Census data found the 
unemployment propensity is 1.4 percentage points higher for immigrants at the time of arrival, 
but the difference is insignificant shortly thereafter. As the length of living in the U.S. increases, 
immigrants tend to increase their human capital such as English fluency, education, and country-
specific skills that help them to succeed in being employed in the U.S. labor market (Borjas, 
1982; Stier & Tienda, 1992; Tienda, 1983). Although immigrants show higher rates of 
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unemployment than natives during the first years of arrival in the U.S., their employment rates 
increase and unemployment rates decline as the length of stay increases (Chiswick & Hurst, 
2000). Self-employment rates also increase as the duration of residence in the host-country 
increases (Nee & Sanders, 2001).  
            However, there are different arguments. Although in the early stages of immigration, 
immigrants usually make an effort at accumulating host-country-specific skills, the efforts and 
motivation of learning skills decrease as the duration of staying in the host-country increases 
(Borjas, 1984). As a result, unemployment rates and length in host-country are not always 
positively related. Kogan’s study (2004) in Germany examined the transition from employment 
to unemployment and supported this argument. He reported that when compared with the male 
native population, immigrant men are at a higher risk of losing their jobs (Kogan, 2004). 
Therefore, for immigrant populations, the employment rate might be relatively low at early and 
late stages of immigration.  
Household economics.  Economic conditions in households can be considered as 
variables, which are affected by immigrants’ employment conditions, rather than as influential 
factors. However, it may be relevant to employment conditions, in particular employment status 
(i.e., self-employment) because generally financial capital is necessary to start businesses in the 
U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 1997). A study conducted on immigrant business owners in Chicago 
found Koreans are relatively at economic advantages over Mexicans due to greater financial 
capital from personal savings or loans to invest in starting a business (Raijman & Tienda, 2003). 
As a result, relatively lower self-employment rates among Mexican-Americans are explained by 
their low levels of wealth (Fairlie & Woodruff, 2010; Lofstrom & Wang, 2006).  
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Significance of the Current Study 
            The current study contributes to the literature in three important ways. First, the current 
study focuses on three employment conditions of immigrants. While research on immigrant 
resources has focused on wage and earning (e.g., Aguilera, 2005; Boxman et al., 1991; Constant 
& Massey, 2003; Saenz & Cready, 2004), job tenure (e.g., Aguilera, 2003), or 
employment/occupational mobility (e.g., Fuller & Martin, 2012; Toussaint-Comeau, 2006), little 
attention has been given to the issue of fundamental employment conditions of immigrants such 
as employment status, occupational status and part-time/full-time status. Yet, research needs to 
pay attention to such employment conditions because they are directly related to immigrant well-
being. Not only is one of the primary policy concerns of immigrants the unemployment of 
immigrants (Camatora & Jensenius, 2009; Chiswick et al., 1997), but also the occupational status 
and part-time/full-time status are closely related to employment integration and socioeconomic 
integration (Allensworth, 1997; Dowding & Razi, 2006). Thus, it is important to study the 
important employment conditions for immigrants.  
Second, few empirical studies have examined immigrant employment status, which is 
one of the employment conditions included in this study (e.g., Beaujot et al., 1994; Clark & 
Drinkwater, 2009; Kanas et al., 2011; Toussaint-Comeau, 2012); for example, Clark and 
Drinkwater (2009) examined relationship between human capital factors and employment status, 
while Toussaint-Comeau (2012) investigated the relationship between social capital factors and 
employment status. However, none of these authors included a comprehensive measure of 
employment status in their studies. For example, Clark and Drinkwater’s study (2009) included 
two employment status categories: self-employment and paid-employment. Toussaint-Comeau 
(2012)’s study only focused on male immigrant self-employment. As emphasized in the 
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literature review, it is necessary to include three categories: unemployment, employment by 
others, and self-employment, in employment status measure.             
           Third, as the literature review demonstrates, both human capital and social capital are 
related to immigrant employment conditions (Raijman, 2001; Sanders & Nee, 1996). The 
literature review also reveals several individual characteristics and familial contexts may impact 
immigrant employment conditions as well. However, to my best knowledge, except for Kanas 
and colleague’s study (2009), human capital (origin-country and host-country), social capital 
(strong and weak ties), and individual and family characteristics have not been examined/tested 
simultaneously in previous studies in exploring immigrant employment conditions, thus these 
models could be biased. Although Kanas and colleague (2009) included both human and social 
capital in their analysis model, their study was conducted in Netherlands and only examined 
immigrant’s self-employment and includes gender, ethnicity, job-skill level, and survey year as 
control variables. In order to identify the importance of different factors related to immigrant 
employment conditions, these factors need to be examined simultaneously. Especially, due to 
inconsistent findings on which factors affect employment conditions in previous studies, another 
study including diverse factors in the same model is needed.   
           Finally, one of the primary purposes of the current study is to understand different roles of 
human capital and social capital in immigrants’ employment conditions by various race/ethnicity 
and gender groups. Previous researchers indicated that gender and race/ethnicity might moderate 
the relationships between variables associated with human capital and social capital, and the 
economic well-being of immigrants. Thus, it is important to examine whether human capital and 
social capital have different links with immigrant employment conditions by immigrants’ gender 
and race/ethnicity. While there are studies that examine immigrant resource use in labor markets 
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within a certain ethnicity (e.g., Sanders et al., 2002), an immigrant group from one country (e.g., 
Min, 1993), or two comparative countries (e.g., Min & Bozorgmehr, 2000), there is a lack of 
research examining such factors among diverse immigrant groups. 
            In sum, the current research contributes to the knowledge building in the field of social 
work by identifying potential factors that contribute to immigrant employment conditions, which 
includes more comprehensive measures of employment status, as well as occupational status and 
part-time/full-time status. As discussed earlier, the existing research has found mixed results on 
which factor affect immigrant employment conditions and there might be several reasons for this 
inconsistency (e.g., different places, samples, and models utilized in studies). By examining both 
human and social capital and including a variety of control variables in the analyses of a 
nationally representative sample of immigrants in the U.S., this study may help clarify these 
mixed findings. In addition, the study adds to current knowledge by exploring differences in the 
impact of human capital and social capital, and individual and family characteristics on 
immigrant employment conditions by ethnicity and gender. By examining these relationships, 
the study hopes to provide a more sophisticated knowledge base in understanding how diverse 
immigrants might have different needs in order to improve their employment conditions. All of 
these contributions can assist in developing more effective strategies in reducing unemployment 
or underemployment for immigrant populations. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
           In this chapter, I discuss research questions and hypotheses, and the research 
methodology, including data, sample, and variables. In addition, the data management and 
analytic procedures are discussed.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
Research Question 1. What factors of human capital and social capital are related to employment 
status (unemployed, self-employed and employed by others) of immigrants?  
Hypothesis 1: Human capital and social capital have positive relationships with employment 
status of immigrants. 
Research Question 2. Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with employment 
status of immigrants vary by gender or race/ethnicity? 
Hypothesis 2a: The relationships of human capital and social capital with employment status of 
immigrants vary by gender. 
Hypothesis 2b: The relationships of human capital and social capital with employment status of 
immigrants vary by race/ethnicity. 
Research Question 3. What factors of human capital and social capital are related to 
occupational status (matching immigrants’ jobs with 2002 Census code in occupation 
classification of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, and scoring the codes based on the Hauser-
Warren Socioeconomic Indexes) of immigrants? 
Hypothesis 3: Human capital and social capital have positive relationships with occupational 
status of immigrants. 
Research Question 4. Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with occupational 
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status of immigrants vary by gender or race/ethnicity? 
Hypothesis 4a: The relationships of human capital and social capital with occupational status of 
immigrants vary by gender. 
Hypothesis 4b: The relationships of human capital and social capital with high occupational 
status of immigrants vary by race/ethnicity. 
Research Question 5. What factors of human capital and social capital are related to part-
time/full-time status of immigrants? 
Hypothesis 5: Human capital and social capital have positive relationships with part-time/full-
time status of immigrants. 
Research Question 6. Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with part-
time/full-time status of immigrants vary by gender or race/ethnicity? 
Hypothesis 6a: The relationships of human capital and social capital with part-time/full-time 
status of immigrants vary by gender. 
Hypothesis 6b: The relationships of human capital and social capital with part-time/full-time 
status of immigrants vary by race/ethnicity. 
Data and Sample 
            Data were extracted from the first round of the New Immigrant Survey (NIS) 2003 cohort, 
the only wave that is available as of 2012. The NIS is a multi-cohort longitudinal study and 
includes a nationally representative sample of immigrants who achieved lawful permanent 
resident (LPR) status (Jasso, Massey, Rosenzweig, & Smith, 2005). The first full cohort (NIS-
2003-1), made available by Guillermina Jasso and colleagues (2006), sampled immigrants with 
newly acquired LRP status during the period May to November 2003, and the survey was carried 
out for seven-month period, between June 2003 to June 2004. The second round interview (NIS-
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2003-2) was conducted from June 2007 to December 2009 and the data set will be available to 
the public by end of 2013. 
            In general, immigrants who reach the eligibility criteria for admission to LPR status are 
called principals, and accompanying spouse and children are also granted visas. The NIS 
sampling frame has four strata indicating the ways available to obtain LPR status; spouses of U.S. 
citizens, employment-visa principals, diversity-visa principals, and all other immigrants (Jasso et 
al., 2005).  
Interviews with immigrants were conducted as soon as possible after acquiring LPR 
status. They were interviewed in their preferred languages, with interviews conducted in more 
than 80 languages and more than half (52%) of the interviews were conducted in languages other 
than English. Immigrants were interviewed either in person or partially in person and partially by 
telephone (Jasso et al., 2005). 
            The NIS survey contains a variety of topics including education, migration history, 
language proficiency, income, marital history, family, employment history both in foreign 
countries and in the U.S., health, religion, financial support from/to family, relatives, friends and 
employer, and various social variables (Jasso et al., 2005). 
The NIS includes samples of adults and children. The current study draws data primarily 
from the adult sample. The adult sample covers all immigrants who are 18 years old or older at 
admission to LPR and who have visas as principals or as accompanying spouses. For the current 
study, in order to include only those who were the prime employment years I restrict samples to 
working age adults who were 18-64 years (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Additionally, in order to 
avoid potential bias in the analysis, respondents who were overseas at the time of interview are 
also excluded and the final sample has 7720 immigrants. For the working population, the sample 
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has 4522 for analyses of occupational status and 4503 for analyses for part-time/full-time status, 
respectively1. 
Variables and Measures 
Dependent Variables 
 The three main dependent variables describing the employment conditions of immigrants 
in the conceptual framework are employment status, occupational status, and part-time/full-time 
status. 
            Employment Status. As conceptualized in the review of the literature, the employment 
status variable is a categorical variable with three categories: employment by others, self-
employment, and unemployment. The survey question in NIS asked individuals whether they are 
doing any work for pay at the present time, and respondents answered either yes or no. 
Immigrants who answered “yes” were then asked if they were self-employed or working for 
someone else. Responses to these two questions are combined into one three-category variable: 
employed by others; self-employed; and unemployed. 
            As described in the section on the conceptualization of employment status, in a narrower 
official definition, only those whose business is unincorporated are considered as self-employed. 
On the other hand, a broader definition counts both the incorporated and unincorporated self-
employment (Congressional Budget Office, 2004). The NIS data include a question asking 
whether the business is incorporated to immigrants who identified them as self-employed. 
However, the response rate is low so that the empirical analysis uses a broader definition of self-
employment including both the incorporated and unincorporated business. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!The sample sizes for each dependent variable are different because I exclude cases, which have missing values in 
dependent variables.!
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 Occupational Status. The second dependent variable for the third and fourth research 
questions is occupational status among working immigrants who answered “yes” on the survey 
question after being asked whether they are doing any work for pay at the present time. NIS 
asked immigrants what kind of work they do on the current job and the answers were coded with 
2002 Census code in occupation classification of Bureau of Labor Statistics data (U.S. 
Department of Labor, 2003). For the current study, occupational status is measured by scoring 
the codes using the Hauser-Warren SEIs (Socioeconomic Indexes), which were constructed 
based on occupational education and income (Hauser &Warren, 1997). It is a continuous 
measure ranging from 10 (e.g., sewing machine operators) to 80 (e.g., physicians and surgeons), 
and it is grouped into three categories: low (e.g., host(esse)s, maid, housekeeping workers, 
ground maintenance workers, laundry and dry-cleaning workers, etc.), middle (e.g., several types 
of technicians, first-line managers/supervisors, fire fighters, etc.) and high (e.g., scientists, 
economists, psychologists, pharmacists, physicians and surgeons, engineers, chief executives, 
etc.) occupational status.  
 Part-time/Full-time Status. Like occupational status, a subsample with only working 
immigrants is used for the fifth and sixth research questions. In regard to the third dependent 
variable, immigrants who work less than 35 hours per week are classified as part-time workers, 
while those who work 35 hours or more are considered as full-time workers (U.S. Department of 
Labor, n.d.). 
Independent Variables 
 Human Capital  
Using human capital theory as one of frameworks for this study, characteristics of 
immigrants’ variables representing the human capital are entered into the model, and include 
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foreign-earned (including country of origin) human capital and host-country human capital. 
Because immigrants can earn their capital not only in their countries of origin, but also in other 
countries, the term foreign-earned human capital is used hereafter as the opposite of host-
country human capital. 
            Foreign-earned human capital is measured with years of education and work experience 
outside of the U.S. Years of foreign education is measured by subtracting the total years of U.S. 
education from the total years of education. Foreign-earned work experience is measured with a 
question asking whether individuals had ever worked for pay before they came to the United 
States. It is coded using the following: 0 = having no foreign work experience (reference group) 
and 1 = having foreign work experience. Occupational status in the foreign job is categorized 
into no or low status (reference group), middle status and high status. In the analyses for two 
dependent variables (occupational status and part-time/full-time status), the reference group is 
low status (except no status) because samples for the dependent variables are all working 
immigrants. 
In host-country human capital, the years of education in the U.S. is measured as a 
continuous measure of years of schooling in the U.S. Work experience in the U.S. is measured by 
using answer to the following question in the NIS, “[H]ave you worked since you came to the 
United States to live?” It is coded using the following: 0 = having no U.S. work experience 
(reference group) and 1 = having U.S. work experience. Occupational status in the U.S. first job 
is coded same with Occupational status in the foreign job described above. In addition to these 
two indicators, host-country human capital includes two more variables: language (English) 
proficiency, health. 
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            Language proficiency. NIS data provide a measure of self-reported English ability. 
Respondents were asked how well they 1) understand and 2) speak English, respectively, using a 
4-point Likert scale ranging from 1(very well) to 4(not at all). Original responses to these two 
questions are reverse-coded and totaled. Score range from a low of 2 to a high of 8 and 
categorized to a low level (2-4), a medium level (5-6), and a high level (7-8) of English 
proficiency. 
Health. The individual’s self-assessed health status is used with a 5-point Likert scale 
(excellent; very good; good; fair; or poor) in the original survey. In this study, health is coded 
using the following: 0 = poor/fair (reference group) and 1 = good/very good/excellent. 
Social Capital  
            Using social capital theory as one of frameworks for this study, characteristics of 
immigrants’ variables representing the social capital are entered into the model, which include 
strong-tie based social capital and weak-tie based social capital. 
            Although there is ongoing debate about the probability and feasibility of measuring social 
capital (Durlauf, 2002; Falk & Harrison, 1998), the measurement of social capital in this study 
relies on the concept that social capital is influenced by the number of contacts an individual has, 
and depends upon the willingness of the networks to provide help or support, and the accessible 
resources (De Graaf & Flap, 1988). 
            Strong-tie based social capital. Based on the concept stated above, strong-tie based social 
capital is measured by combining a series of 5 questions, “During the last twelve months, did 
you or your spouse give or receive any financial assistance (such as gifts, transfers, bequests, or 
loans) to or from 1) your parents or step-parents; 2) your spouse's parents or step-parents; 3) any 
of your siblings; 4) any of your spouse’s siblings; 5) any other relatives or friends when they 
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were not living with you in the same house? Possible responses to those questions were “give”, 
“receive”, “both” or “neither.” However, in order to measure the actual use of help or support, 
and the available resources, the responses “receive” and “both” among 4 options are used. They 
are coded using the following: 0 = no support received (reference group) and 1 = support from 
family/relatives/friends received. 
            As discussed in the literature review, it is important to determine whether an individual 
has or does not have a native spouse. By using the spouse’s country of origin, the analysis 
includes an indicator for whether or not the immigrant’s spouse was born in the U.S. (0 = no 
U.S.-born spouse (reference group) and 1 = U.S.-born spouse).  
            Weak-tie based social capital. Social capital is defined as the ability to obtain access to 
resources from membership in social groups (Granovetter, 1985; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; 
Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993). Although different studies may employ diverse measures of 
social capital in various contexts, many scholars have applied trust (Cox & Caldwell, 2000; 
Glaeser, Laibson, & Sacerdote, 2002), membership (Baum & Ziersch, 2003; Price, 2002) or both 
(Lochner, Kawachi, & Brennan, 2003; Veenstra, 2002) as indicators for social capital. In the 
context, trust and membership are foundations in the production of social capital, and by 
combining a series of questions for whether an individual gave money, time or goods to any of 
social groups such as a labor union, a business/professional organization, a charitable 
organization, a social club/community group, or an ethnic/national origin association before 
coming to the U.S., as a proxy of social group membership, weak-tie based social capital is 
measured. If an individual can give money, time, or goods to a certain group, there is trust 
among members and members would feel as if they belong. Thus, this question is considered a 
good indicator of weak-tie based social capital. It is coded using the following: 0 = no social 
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group membership (reference group) and 1 = social group membership. In addition to informal 
group membership, an indicator of whether an individual is a member of a specific religious 
group is used and coded using the following: 0 = no religious group membership (reference 
group) and 1 = religious group membership. In addition, how many times respondents have 
attended religious services since becoming a permanent resident is measured and categorized 
into never (reference group), 1-23 times, and more than 23 times. 
            In order to include the probabilities to contacts with people who are from the same 
country or who are native (i.e., ethic vs. native social capital), models include indicators for 
approximately what percent of adults in the religious group come from same country of origin 
and from the United States. With the two questions, ethnic-tie in the religious meeting is coded 
using the following: 0 = less than 50% are from one’s country of origin (reference group) and1 = 
50% and more are from one’s country of origin. Similarly, native-tie in the religious meeting is 
coded using the following: 0 = less than 50% are natives (reference group) and 1 = 50% and 
more are natives.  
Moderating Variables  
Gender is coded as 0 = female and 1 = male. Female is the reference group.  
            Race/ethnicity. Immigrants were asked whether they consider themselves to be Hispanic 
or Latino. Respondents were also asked which race or races they consider themselves to be. The 
racial groups options include American Indian or Alaska native, Asian, Black, native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific Islander, and White. For the current study, respondents are classified into four 
mutually exclusive racial/ethnic groups: non-Hispanic White (White hereafter); non-Hispanic 
Black (Black hereafter); Hispanic; and non-Hispanic Asian (Asian hereafter) with white being 
the reference group. 
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Control Variables  
Demographic and Individual Characteristics  
            Region of birth. The sample in the NIS data consists of immigrants from 29 different 
countries. Instead of examining each country, region of birth is used in the current study. Region 
of birth is a seven-category variable: Western Europe/Oceania/North America (reference group); 
Eastern Europe/Former USSR/Central Asia; Latin America and the Caribbean; Mexico; Asia; 
India/Middle East/North Africa; and Africa2. 
           Age and age at arrival in the U.S. is measured as continuous variables. 
           Entering year into the U.S. is coded as 0 = 2001 and after (reference group) and 1 = 
before 2001. The length of living in the United States is an accumulative measure of the 
immigrant’s total duration spent in the U.S.  The number of years lived in the United States is 
measured by subtracting entering year in the U.S. from the year of the NIS interview, which was 
2003. 
Visa admission categories to lawful permanent residence (LPR). The original variable in 
the NIS data, categorizes the respondents into several categories of the class of admission to LPR 
status (i.e., spouse of U.S. citizen, spouse of legal permanent resident, parent of U.S. citizen, 
child of U.S. citizen, family fourth preference, employment preference, diversity immigrants, 
refugee/asylee/parolee, and other) depending on the visa type they used to migrate to the United 
States. They are combined into four categories: employment preferences (reference group), 
family preferences, refugees, and diversity/others3. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2!The region of birth is coded by grouping countries by geographical regions. Western Europe, Oceania and North 
America are grouped in a category because of their small sample sizes, whereas Mexico is considered as one 
category due to its large sample sizes. 
3 In employment preference, immigrants admitted to legal permanent residence (LPR) status due to skills needed in 
the U.S. labor market are classified. Immigrants who obtained LPR through kinship with a U.S. citizen are classified 
as family preference. A refugee is an individual who achieved LPR status because they come to the U.S. to escape 
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 Language used in interview is also included because it has been reported that language of 
interview can be significant in determining health status (Kirkman-Liff & Mondragón, 1991), 
which is one of human capital variables in the current study. It is coded as 0 = other language 
used (reference group), and 1= only English used. 
Family Characteristics  
           Household size is measured by the number of people currently living in a household 
including the respondent. It is coded using the following: 0 = four and fewer members (reference 
group) and 1= five and more members.  
            Marital status. NIS data have six categories of marital status (married; living together in 
a marriage-like relationship but not married; separated; divorced; widowed; never married, not 
living with someone in a marriage like relationship). In the current study, marital status is a 
three-category variable: married/cohabiting (reference group); separated/divorced/widowed; and 
never married. 
            The presence of young children in household is measured. The presence of children 
younger than 6 years of age, such as sons, daughters, nieces, nephews, and others are included. 
Thus, the presence of dependent children is coded using the following: 0 = no child under 6 
present (reference group) and 1= child(en) under 6 present.  
           Finally, a household economic condition is measured with having bank accounts4. 
Respondents were asked whether they or their spouses have checking or savings accounts in the 
U.S. It is coded using the following: 0 = no bank account (reference group) and 1 = bank account. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
from persecution in their country of origin. The diversity lottery is available to individuals from countries 
underrepresented in U.S. immigration.  
4!Because of missing values in family income data, and ambiguous cause and effect relations between family income 
and dependent variables, whether having a bank account(s) is used for a household economic condition instead of 
measuring family income.  
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Because variables reviewed in individual and family characteristics are likely to be related to 
other variables in human and social capital, and to immigrant employment status, these variables 
are controlled in the proposed models. 
            Because of the complexity of the analysis as well as in order to facilitate model 
interpretation, most independent variables are coded as dichotomous or trichotomous categories; 
details regarding original survey questions and operationalization are presented in Appendix A. 
Data Analysis 
            Statistical Package for the Social Science Statistics (SPSS) version 19 is used to carry out 
the statistical analysis for the study. Because missing data or non-response can produce a threat 
to the validity of inference (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002), missing data is addressed using 
the multiple imputation method (Rose & Fraser, 2008). Descriptive statistics (means and 
standard deviations or percentages) for all of the variables is calculated  
            The type of data and the nature of the research questions dictate the data analysis 
procedures. Before the regression analysis is conducted, regression diagnostics is conducted to 
check on the distributions of each individual variable and possible issues of multicollinearity. 
The study includes multiple independent variables and three dependent variables. Because the 
first and second dependent variables are discrete variables with a nominal level of measurement 
and three categories (employment status: unemployed, self-employed, employed by others; 
occupational status: low, middle, high status), the analyses consist of multinomial logistic 
regressions, which are appropriate for polytomous dependent variables with more than two 
discrete categories (Menard, 2002). In multinomial logistic regressions, one of the categories of 
the dependent variable is used as the reference group. In the models for employment status, the 
reference category is unemployed, and in the models of occupational status, the references 
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category is low occupational status. For the third dependent variable, binary logistic regression is 
applied because the dependent variable of part-time/full-time status has two categories. 
Reference category is part-time status. Odds ratios are calculated as the analogs (i.e., 
exponentiated values) of the model coefficients. An odds ratio higher than 1 means that the risk 
of the outcome falling in the comparison group (other employment status: self-employed or 
employed by others; other occupational status: middle or high status) comparing to the risk of the 
outcome falling in the reference group (unemployed; low occupational status) increases as the 
independent variable increases. On the other hand, an odds ratio of less than 1 means that the risk 
of the outcome falling in the comparison group comparing to the risk of the outcome falling in 
the reference group decreases as the independent variable increases (UCLA: Academic 
Technology Service, n.a.). In multinomial logistic regression, the coefficients are estimated by 
maximizing likelihood (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2002). The explained variance is evaluated using 
pseudo R-square. All independent and control variables are simultaneously included in the 
analyses. 
           To test the moderating effects, either interaction or subgroup analyses could be used.  
However, because of the complexities from the number of interaction terms (gender with 2 
indicators; race/ethnicity with 4 indicators), subgroup analysis is conducted. Thus, to test the 
hypotheses that human and social capital would be related to immigrant employment status; 
occupational status; part-time/full-time status differently for male and female, models are run 
separately by gender. With the same manner, to test the hypotheses that human and social capital 
would be related to immigrant employment status; occupational status; part-time/full-time status 
differently by race/ethnicity, models are run separately for Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, and Asian. 
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Human Subjects 
 This research was conducted on the NIS dataset. Because this dataset is available to the 
public and does not allow for the identification of the respondents, this research was exempt 
from Institutional Review Board oversight. 
! 66 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
This chapter first presents descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analyses, and 
the results of a series of multinomial logistic regression and bivariate logistic regression models 
then are reported. This chapter includes the results of an examination of the impact of human 
capital and social capital on 1) employment status, 2) occupational status, and 3) part-time/full-
time status. This chapter also includes the results of an examination of the moderating effect 
from the sub-group analyses comparing any differences in the effects of human capital and social 
capital on three dependent variables related to immigrant employment by gender and 
race/ethnicity.   
Descriptive Results 
 Weighted means and standard deviations, or percentages for the variables are presented 
in Table 1. As indicated in the table, 38.6% of immigrants were unemployed, 5.8% were self-
employed and 55.5% were employed by others. When immigrants were divided whether they 
were employed or unemployed, male were less employed (31.2%) than female immigrants 
(55.1%). Hispanic immigrants were the most likely to be employed (68.1%), while Black 
immigrants were the most likely to be unemployed (47.7%). Among working immigrants, 59.4% 
were in low, 15.4% were in middle, and 25.1% were high occupational status. Female 
immigrants were more likely to have low occupational status (63.4%) than male immigrants 
(56.3%). Hispanic immigrants were the most likely to be in low occupational status (73.1%) and 
Asian and White immigrants were more likely to be in high occupational status (Asian: 36.1%; 
White: 37.8%) than other racial/ethnic groups. In terms of working hour, 18.7% had part-time 
status, and 81.3% had full-time status. Slightly over half of the sample was female (55.5%), and 
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61.4% were female in the Asian immigrant group. The largest immigrant group was Hispanic 
(36.3%), followed by Asian (29.0%), non-Hispanic White (22.6%), and non-Hispanic Black 
(12.2%).  
Foreign-earned human capital consisted of education, work experience, and occupational 
status in the foreign job. The average year of foreign education was 11.78 years, with the average 
of 9.37 years in the Hispanic immigrant group and 14 years in the White immigrant group. More 
than half of the sample had foreign work experience (56.88%); 63.8% of male sample and 51.32% 
of female sample had foreign work experience. White immigrants were the most likely to have 
foreign work experience (69.54%), while Hispanic immigrants were the least likely to be 
unemployed (46.7%). Many of the immigrants were unemployed/low occupational status in the 
foreign job (69.54%), followed by high occupational status (17.54%), and middle occupational 
status (12.92%). Interestingly, 82.34% of the Hispanic sample was unemployed/low occupational 
status with only 5.92% of high occupational status in the foreign job. Asian immigrants were the 
most likely to have high occupational status (27.02%) and White immigrants were the least 
likely to have unemployed/low occupational status (54.14%) in foreign countries.  
Host-country human capital was composed of education, work experience, previous 
occupational status in the U.S., English skills, and health. The average year of U.S. education of 
the sample was 0.87 years with longest years in Hispanic immigrants (1.2 years). Of the all 
immigrants in the sample, only 20.76% had U.S. education, and the U.S. average year among 
these people with U.S. education was 4.2 years. Only 37.02% of the sample had U.S. work 
experience. Male immigrants were more likely to have work experience in the U.S. (43.04%) 
than female immigrants (32.22%). Hispanic immigrants were the most likely (53.56%), but 
Asian immigrants were the least likely to have work experience in the U.S. (21.88%). The 
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majority of immigrants were unemployed/low occupational status in the foreign job (89.82%), 
followed by high occupational status (6.32%), and middle occupational status (3.84%). Hispanic 
immigrants were the most likely to be unemployed/low occupational status (93.28%) and the 
least likely to have high occupational status (2.92%) among four racial/ethnic immigrant groups. 
In regards to English-language proficiency, slightly more than one third of the respondents 
(39.06%) had low level of English skills and 30.70% had medium level and 30.26% had high 
level of English skills. Male immigrants were more likely to have high level of English skills 
(34.72%) than female immigrants (26.62%). In racial/ethnic groups, 52.81% of Hispanic 
immigrants displayed low level of English proficiency, whereas 45.84% of Black immigrants 
had high level of English skills. The majority of immigrants had self-reported good/very 
good/excellent health conditions (92.60%). 
 In terms of strong-tie based social capital, which consisted of support from 
family/relatives/friends, and having native spouse, slightly less than half of the respondents had 
support from family/relatives/friends (41.82%) for a year prior to the interview, and only 17.26% 
of the immigrants had U.S. born spouses. Asian immigrants were the most likely to (46.37%), 
while Hispanic immigrants were the least likely to receive support from strong-tie based social 
capital (38.34%). Regarding native spouses, however, Asian group was the least likely to 
(10.26%), but White immigrants were the most likely to have U.S.-born spouses (24.09%). 
 Weak-tie based social capital consisted of social and religious group memberships, the 
number of religious participation after immigration into the U.S., and ethnic-tie and native-tie in 
the religious meeting. In the sample, 17.86% were members in social groups before coming to 
the United States. As expected, male immigrants were more likely to have membership in social 
groups (21.2%) than female immigrants (15.16%). Black immigrants were the most likely to 
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(23.67%), while Hispanic immigrants were the least likely to have social group membership 
(13.01%). Slightly more than one fifth of the respondents (21.50%) felt that they were members 
of religious groups. Black immigrants were the most likely to be involved in religious groups 
(33.98%). More than one third of the immigrants (40.04%) never participated in religious 
meetings after migration, followed by one to 23 times (44.16%), and more than 23 times 
(14.82%). Approximately half of White immigrants (50.58%) never participated in religious 
meetings.  Slightly over half of immigrants (55.06%) reported that more than half were from the 
same country in the religious meetings they went to. However, 36.44% of immigrants went to the 
religious meetings in which more than half were natives. In the Asian immigrant group, 65.26% 
went to religious meeting in which more than half were from same countries, while 46.8% of 
White immigrants went to the religious meetings in which more than half were natives. 
 The average age of the immigrants was 36.46 years. Slightly over one fourth were came 
from Latin America/The Caribbean, followed by Asia (21.06%), Mexico (16.50%), Eastern 
Europe/Former USSR/Central Asia (12.83%), India/Middle East/North Africa (11.24%), Africa 
(7.41%), and Western Europe/Oceania/North America (4.94%). The average age at arrival in the 
U.S. was 30.47 showing the relatively young average age in the Hispanic immigrant group 
(26.55 years). In the all sample, around 60% of the immigrants arrived in the U.S. before 2002 
(before 9/11), but approximately 80% of Hispanic immigrants came to the U.S. before 2002. 
Almost half of the immigrates spent 3 years or less in the U.S., followed by 4-10 years (27.16%), 
and 11 and more years (23.72%). The years in the U.S. showed large variations between 
racial/ethnic groups. Among Asian immigrants, 64.92% spent 3 years or less, and only 9.72% 
spend 11 years and more in the U.S. On the other hand, 28.90% of Hispanic immigrants stayed 3 
years or less, while 44.24% spent 11 and more years in the U.S.  More than half of the 
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immigrants came to the U.S. with family preference admission (55.40%), followed by 
diversity/other (26.60%), employment preference (10.50%), and refugee (7.50%).  In the Asian 
group, 23.3% had employment preference admission, but only 2.9% of Hispanic and 2.6% of 
Black immigrants entered into the U.S. with employment preference admission. Of all sample 
46.4% were interviewed using only English, while 23.8% of Hispanic and 74.3% of Black 
immigrants’ interviews were conducted with only English. The majority of immigrants had 4 and 
fewer members in their household (70.44%), married/cohabitating (77.86%), and no children 
under age 6 (66.44%). Lastly, more than half of the respondents (52.12%) had checking or 
saving account in the U.S.   
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Table 1. Characteristics of Study Sample and Variables by Gender and Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
 Weighted mean or percentage 
Variables 
All sample 
(N=7200) 
Male 
(N=3510) 
Female 
(N=3690) 
Asian 
(N=2322) 
Hispanic 
(N=2158) 
Black 
(N=956) 
  White 
(N=1764) 
Dependent Variables        
Employment status a        
Unemployed 38.6% 68.8% 44.9% 47.0% 31.9% 47.7% 33.8% 
Self-employed 5.8% 8.1% 4.0% 2.6% 7.9% 4.1% 7.6% 
Employed by others 55.5% 23.1% 51.1% 50.4% 60.2% 48.3% 58.6% 
Occupational status (N=4522) b         
Low occupational status 59.4% 56.3% 63.4% 51.1% 73.1% 58.5% 45.9% 
    Middle occupational status 15.4% 15.7% 15.1% 12.9% 15.6% 18.8% 16.3% 
    High occupational status 25.1% 28.0% 21.5% 36.1% 11.3% 22.7% 37.8% 
Part-/Full-time status (N=4503) c         
Part-time status 18.7% 10.7% 28.9% 17.4% 19.6% 20.1% 18.0% 
Full-time status 81.3% 89.3% 71.1% 82.6% 80.4% 79.9% 82.0% 
Moderator Variables        
Gender         
Male 44.5%   38.6% 45.3% 50.4% 47.4% 
Female 55.5%   61.4% 54.7% 49.6% 52.6% 
Race/Ethnicity        
Asian 29.0% 25.2% 32.0%     
Hispanic  36.3% 37.0% 35.7%     
Black 12.2% 13.8% 10.9%     
White 22.6% 24.0% 21.4%     
Independent Variables        
Human capital        
Foreign-earned human capital        
Years of foreign education (range 0-34) 
 
11.78 
(0.07) 
12.07 
(0.11) 
11.55 
(0.10) 
12.92 
(0.12) 
9.37 
(0.12) 
12.14 
(0.19) 
14.00 
(0.12) 
Work experience in foreign countries         
No  43.12% 36.20% 48.68% 40.08% 53.30% 43.40% 30.46% 
Yes 56.88% 63.80% 51.32% 59.92% 46.70% 56.60% 69.54% 
Occupational status in the foreign job         
Unemployed/Low status 69.54% 68.46% 70.42% 61.68% 82.34% 67.46% 54.14% 
    Middle status 12.92% 12.44% 13.32% 11.32% 11.74% 15.62% 15.52% 
    High status 17.54% 19.12% 16.24% 27.02% 5.92% 16.92% 24.34% 
Host-country human capital        
Years of U.S. education (range 0-17) 
 
0.87 
(0.04) 
1.00 
(0.06) 
0.77 
(0.04) 
0.58 
(0.05) 
1.20 
(0.07) 
0.85 
(0.10) 
0.73 
(0.06) 
U.S. Work experience         
No  62.98% 56.96% 67.78% 78.12% 46.44% 66.86% 68.08% 
Yes 37.02% 43.04% 32.22% 21.88% 53.56% 33.14% 31.92% 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job        
Unemployed/Low status 89.82% 87.28% 91.86% 89.06% 93.28% 89.7% 85.34% 
Middle status 3.84% 4.16% 3.62% 2.48% 3.82% 6.3% 4.36% 
High status 6.32% 8.62% 4.50% 8.46% 2.92% 4.0% 10.32% 
English language proficiency         
Low level 39.06% 34.18% 42.98% 39.34% 51.81% 22.53% 27.17% 
Medium level 30.70% 31.12% 30.40% 30.74% 30.24% 31.63% 30.93% 
    High level 30.26% 34.72% 26.62% 29.93% 17.95% 45.84% 41.90% 
Health         
Poor/Fair 7.40% 6.22% 8.40% 6.00% 10.80% 5.20% 5.10% 
    Good/Very good/Excellent 92.60% 93.78% 91.60% 94.0% 89.20% 94.80% 94.90% 
       (Continued) 
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Table 1. (Continued)        
 Weighted mean or percentage 
Variables  
All sample 
(N=7200) 
Male 
(N=3510) 
Female 
(N=3690) 
Asian 
(N=2322) 
Hispanic 
(N=2158) 
Black 
(N=956) 
White 
(N=1764) 
Social capital        
Strong-tie based social capital        
Support from family/relatives/friends         
No  58.18% 60.24% 56.52% 53.63% 61.66% 59.01% 57.91% 
Yes 41.82% 39.76% 43.48% 46.37% 38.34% 40.99% 42.09% 
US-born spouse         
No  82.74% 83.48% 82.18% 89.74% 80.31% 86.15% 75.91% 
Yes 17.26% 16.52% 17.82% 10.26% 19.69% 13.85% 24.09% 
Weak-tie based social capital        
Social group membership         
No  82.14% 78.8% 84.84% 81.1% 86.99% 76.33% 78.82% 
Yes 17.86% 21.2% 15.16% 18.9% 13.01% 23.67% 21.18% 
Religious group membership         
No  78.50% 80.24% 77.12% 83.56% 76.21% 66.02% 82.47% 
Yes 21.50% 19.76% 22.88% 16.44% 23.79% 33.98% 17.53% 
Religious participation since migration         
Never 40.04% 44.18% 38.52% 47.35% 32.75% 32.98% 50.58% 
1-23 44.16% 42.96% 45.16% 40.08% 51.02% 48.45% 36.07% 
23< 14.82% 12.86% 16.34% 12.57% 16.23% 18.57% 13.36% 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting        
Less than 50% are from my country 44.94% 44.54% 45.24% 34.74% 49.43% 43.52% 51.53% 
     50% and more are from my country 55.06% 55.46% 54.76% 65.26% 50.57% 56.48% 48.47% 
Native-tie in the religious meeting         
Less than 50% are natives 63.56% 64.96% 62.44% 61.59% 71.67% 63.26% 53.20% 
50% and more are natives 36.44% 35.04% 37.56% 38.41% 28.33% 36.74% 46.80% 
Control Variables        
Demographic/Individual characteristics1        
Age (range 18-64) 
 
36.46 
(0.16) 
36.54 
(0.24) 
36.40 
(0.22) 
38.26 
(0.31) 
35.81 
(0.27) 
35.48 
(0.46) 
35.74 
(0.32) 
Region of birth         
Africa 7.41% 8.70% 6.32%     
Western Europe/Oceania 
/North America 4.94% 5.86% 4.20%     
Eastern Europe 
/Former USSR/Central Asia 12.83% 
12.72% 12.90%     
Latin America/The Caribbean 26.02% 28.10% 24.40%     
Mexico 16.50% 15.32% 17.42%     
Asia 21.06% 16.80% 24.50%     
India/Middle East//North Africa 11.24% 12.50% 10.22%     
Age at arrival in the U.S. (range 0-64) 
 
30.47 
(0.18) 
30.00 
(0.27) 
30.84 
(0.28) 
34.79 
(0.34) 
26.55 
(0.31) 
30.86 
(0.46) 
31.01 
(0.34) 
Entering year into the U.S.         
2002 and after 39.04% 35.9% 41.58% 57.17% 20.87% 49.15% 40.43% 
Before 2002 60.96% 64.1% 58.42% 42.83% 79.13% 50.85% 59.57% 
!
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!A variable for immigrants’ living states is omitted from the study models because there was no big 
discrepancy within states in terms of unemployment rates in 2003, which is the interview year of NIS.!
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Note: Percentages for some variables do not add up to 100% due to rounding error.  
a Employment status is analyzed with all sample; Percentages/means in each row and column in 
this table are characteristics of all sample (N=7200), which is for the first dependent variable, 
employment status a, except rows for the other two dependent variables, occupational status b and 
part-time/full-time status c.    
b Occupational status is analyzed with N=4522; Male: 2683/Female: 1839; Asian: 1405/Hispanic: 
1456/Black: 475/White: 1186 
c Part-time/Full-time status is analyzed with N=4503; Male: 2675/ Female: 1829; Asian: 
1390/Hispanic: 1453/Black: 477/White: 1183 
 
  
Table 1. (Continued)        
 Weighted mean or percentage 
Variables  
All sample 
(N=7200) 
Male 
(N=3510) 
Female 
(N=3690) 
Asian 
(N=2322) 
Hispanic 
(N=2158) 
Black 
(N=956) 
White 
(N=1764) 
Years in the U.S.         
3yrs and less  49.10% 44.98% 52.40% 64.92% 28.90% 58.60% 56.14% 
4-10yrs  27.16% 27.68% 26.78% 25.36% 26.87% 26.75% 30.24% 
11yrs and more  23.72% 27.34% 20.82% 9.72% 44.24% 14.65% 13.62% 
Class of admission        
Employment preference 10.50% 12.0% 9.3% 23.3% 2.9% 2.6% 10.6% 
Family preference 55.40% 48.2% 61.1% 58.0% 59.5% 46.6% 50.2% 
Refugee 7.50% 8.7% 6.6% 3.6% 4.2% 14.1% 14.5% 
Diversity/Other 26.60% 31.1% 22.9% 15.2% 33.5% 36.7% 24.7% 
Interview with only English         
No 53.60% 50.3% 56.2% 49.0% 76.2% 25.7% 38.1% 
Yes 46.40% 49.7% 43.8% 51.0% 23.8% 74.3% 61.9% 
Family characteristics        
Household size        
4 and fewer 70.44% 71.02% 69.96% 66.85% 64.00% 68.99% 86.18% 
5 and more 29.56% 28.98% 30.04% 33.15% 36.00% 31.01% 13.82% 
Marital status         
Married/Cohabiting 77.86% 76.98% 78.56% 84.3% 75.4% 62.3% 82.0% 
Never married 16.04% 18.92% 13.72% 12.2 % 16.6 % 30.0 % 12.4 % 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 6.12% 4.10% 7.72% 3.4% 8.0% 7.7% 5.6% 
Children under 6 in the household         
No 66.44% 67% 65.94% 69.02% 57.99% 67.43% 76.09% 
Yes 33.56% 33% 34.06% 30.98% 42.01% 32.57% 23.91% 
Bank account         
No  47.88% 42.34% 52.32% 43.12% 58.44% 49.15% 36.36% 
Yes 52.12% 57.66% 47.68% 56.88% 41.56% 50.85% 63.64% 
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Multivariate Results 
Relationship between Human Capital and Social Capital and Employment Status 
 A multinomial logistic regression model was estimated to address the first research 
question: What factors of human capital and social capital are related to employment status, 
controlling for a series of individual and family characteristics? Specifically, this logistic 
regression allows for examining the effect that human capital and social capital characteristics 
contribute to the probability of experiencing employment by others and self-employment, 
compared to unemployment (the reference category), controlling for the effects of the other 
independent variables. To identify the independent effects of each capital, I first run Model 1 
with human capital and control variables. Model 2 includes only social capital and control 
variables and I finally run full model (model 3) with both capital and control variables.    
Table 2 presents the findings from the multinomial logistic analysis. The results for 
Model 1, which consisted of human capital and control variables, indicate that both foreign and 
U.S. work experience, foreign occupational status, years of education received in the U.S., 
English proficiency, and health are related to employment status. More specifically, those who 
had working experiences in both outside of and in the U.S. are less likely to be employed, so 
were those with higher levels of English proficiency levels. Also, the immigrants who had higher 
occupational status in the foreign job and better health status were more likely to be employed by 
others than to be unemployed. In addition, those with more years of education in the U.S. were 
more likely to be self-employed versus being unemployed.  
The results for Model 2, which consisted of social capital and control variables, show that 
the immigrants having native spouses were less likely to be employed by others vs. to be 
unemployed. Support from family, relatives and friends were negatively and the frequency of 
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participation in a religious group was positively related to self-employment versus 
unemployment.  
Results for Model 3 indicate that most of all significant variables in Model 1 and 2 
remain statistically significant, with minor drop of coefficients. Specifically, in foreign-earned 
human capital, immigrants with work experience in foreign countries had 1.37 times greater odds 
of being employed by others rather than being unemployed, compared to immigrants who did not 
have foreign work experience. Similarly, these immigrants were more likely to be self-employed 
(OR=1.67) rather than be unemployed than immigrants without any foreign work experience. In 
addition, immigrants who had middle occupational status in the foreign job before coming to the 
U.S. were less likely to be employed by others (OR= 0.80) rather than be unemployed compared 
with their counterparts who were in low occupational status in the foreign job. In addition, when 
immigrants had high occupational status in the foreign job before coming to the U.S., they were 
less likely to be employed by others rather than unemployment (OR=0.83), compared with 
immigrants who had low occupational status in the foreign job.  
In host-country human capital, immigrants with more U.S. education decreased their odds 
(OR=0.91) of self-employment rather than unemployment. Immigrants with work experience in 
the U.S. had 1.33 times greater odds of being employed by others rather than being unemployed, 
compared to immigrants who did not have foreign work experience. Similarly, these immigrants 
were more likely to be self-employed (OR=1.49) rather than be unemployed than immigrants 
without any foreign work experience. Immigrants who had middle occupational status at their 
U.S. first job were less likely to be self-employed rather than be unemployed than immigrants 
with low occupational status as their U.S. fist job (OR=0.55). Regarding English proficiency, 
immigrants with high level of English skills are about 1.4 times more likely to be employed by 
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others rather than be unemployed (OR= 1.39) compared with immigrants with low level of 
English skills. Immigrants with medium level of English skills were more likely to be self-
employed (OR= 1.35) rather than be unemployed than immigrant with low level of English skills. 
Regarding health, immigrants with good, very good or excellent health conditions had 1.59 times 
greater odds of being employed by others than be unemployed, compared to immigrant with poor 
or fair health conditions.  
Among variables of social capital, only the U.S. native spouse variable was significant in 
the comparison between employment by other and unemployment. Immigrants who had U.S.-
born spouses were less likely to be employed by others (OR= 0.74) rather than be unemployed 
than immigrants whose spouses were foreign-born. When comparing self-employment with 
unemployment, immigrants who have received support from any of family, relatives and friends 
were less likely to be self-employed (OR=0.79) than those who never received support from 
strong-tie. Among weak-tie based social capital, immigrants who participated in a religious 
group more than 23 times compared those who never participated are more likely to be self-
employed (OR=1.44)  
Among the individual and family characteristics, results indicate that except interview 
language, all variables are related to immigrant employment status. Being male immigrants, 
coming from Latin America/The Caribbean, staying in the U.S. more than 10 years and having at 
least one bank account were positively associated with the likelihood of both employment by 
others and self-employment. In contrast, Black race/ethnicity, entering into the U.S. before 2001, 
having family preference visa class of admission, having 5 or more members in household, and 
having a child under age 6 were negatively related to both employment by others and self-
employment, comparing to unemployment.  
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Asian immigrants were less likely to be self-employed (OR= 0.33) rather than be 
unemployed compared with White. Regarding years in the U.S., immigrants who spent 4 to 10 
years in the U.S. had 1. 46 times greater odds of employment by others rather than 
unemployment compared to immigrants who spent 3 years or less in the U.S. Refugee 
immigrants had 1.88 times greater odds of being self-employed rather than being unemployed, 
but immigrants in a diversity/other group were less likely to be employed by others (OR= 0.47) 
rather than be unemployed, compared to those categorized to employment preference in class of 
admission. Never married single immigrants were less likely to be self-employed (OR= 0.61), 
but separated/divorced/widowed immigrants showed 1.32 times greater odds of employment by 
others rather than unemployment, compared to immigrants living with their spouses or partners.  
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Table 2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model of Employment Status on Human Capital, Social Capital and Control Variables 
(N=7200)!
 
 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio  
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital               
Foreign-earned human capital               
Years of foreign education 
 
.012 
(.009) 
1.012 
 
.013 
(.017) 
1.013 
       
.012 
(.009) 
1.012 
 
.010 
(.017) 
1.010 
 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)              
     Yes 
 
.324*** 
(.078) 
1.382 
 
.543*** 
(.158) 
1.721 
       
.317*** 
(.078) 
1.373 
 
.513*** 
(.159) 
1.671 
 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)              
     Middle status 
 
-.217* 
(.101) 
.805 
 
-.118 
(.200) 
.889 
 
      -.218* 
(.102) 
.804 
 
-.121 
(.201) 
.886 
 
     High status 
 
-.197* 
(.094) 
.822 
 
-.287 
(.202) 
.750 
       
-.193* 
(.094) 
.825 
 
-.270 
(.204) 
.763 
 
Host-country human capital               
Years of U.S. education  
 
-.025 
(.017) 
.976 
 
-.093** 
(.037) 
.911 
 
      -.026 
(.017 
.975 
 
-.100** 
(.037) 
.905 
 
U.S. Work experience  (No)               
Yes 
 
.294*** 
(.087) 
1.341 
 
.426** 
(.159) 
1.531 
       
.286*** 
(.087) 
1.331 
 
.400** 
(.160) 
1.492 
 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)              
Middle status 
 
-.281 
(.185) 
.755 
 
-.650† 
(.361) 
.522 
       
-.273 
(.185) 
.761 
 
-.595† 
(.363) 
.551 
 
High status 
 
.126 
(.167) 
1.134 
 
.334 
(.272) 
1.397 
       
.123 
(.167) 
1.131 
 
.350 
(.274) 
1.419 
 
English language proficiency (Low)              
Medium level 
 
.134 
(.083) 
1.143 
 
.326 
(.167) 
1.386 
       
.113 
(.083) 
1.120 
 
.303† 
(.169) 
1.354 
 
     High level 
 
.369*** 
(.106) 
1.446 
 
.379† 
(.225) 
1.461 
       
.328** 
(.107) 
1.388 
 
.357 
(.229) 
1.430 
 
Health (Poor/Fair)               
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.454*** 
(.117) 
1.575 
 
.126 
(.204) 
1.134 
       
.461*** 
(.118) 
1.585 
 
.122 
(.204) 
1.130 
 
 
 
            (Continued) 
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Table 2. (Continued)              
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio  
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Social Capital               
Strong-tie based social capital               
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)             
Yes 
 
     -.105 (.064) 
.901 
 
-.260* 
(.133) 
.771 
  
-.095 
(.064) 
.910 
 
-.240† 
(.135) 
.787 
 
US-born spouse (No)               
     Yes 
 
     -.345** (.113) 
.708 
 
-.063 
(.227) 
.939 
  
-.297** 
(.114) 
.743 
 
-.028 
(.228) 
.973 
 
Weak-tie based social capital               
Social group membership (No)               
Yes 
 
     .029 (.079) 
1.029 
 
.084 
(.164) 
1.088 
  
-.001 
(.080) 
.999 
 
.054 
(.167) 
1.056 
 
Religious group membership (No)              
     Yes 
 
     -.053 
(.079) 
.948 
 
.225 
(.151) 
1.253 
 
 -.061 
(.079) 
.941 
 
.196 
(.152) 
1.216 
 
Religious participation since migration (Never)               
1-23 
 
     .061 
(.067) 
1.063 
 
.188 
(.147) 
1.207 
 
 .050 
(.068) 
1.051 
 
.175 
(.147) 
1.191 
 
23< 
 
     .168 (.108) 
1.183 
 
.353† 
(.213) 
1.424 
  
.156 
(.108) 
1.169 
 
.366† 
(.213) 
1.442 
 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)             
     50% and more are from my country 
 
     -.129 (.107) 
.879 
 
-.171 
(.211) 
.843 
  
-.103 
(.104) 
.902 
 
-.131 
(.211) 
.878 
 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)             
     50% and more are natives 
 
     -.072 (.113) 
.930 
 
-.127 
(.180) 
.880 
  
-.093 
(.110) 
.911 
 
-.140 
(.179) 
.870 
 
Individual Characteristics               
Gender (Female)               
Male 
 
1.155*** 
(.062) 
3.175 
 
1.213*** 
(.129) 
3.363 
  
1.226*** 
(.061) 
3.409 
 
1.333*** 
(.127) 
3.794 
  
1.158*** 
(.062) 
3.185 
 
1.245*** 
(.130) 
3.472 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
 
            
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio  
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Race/Ethnicity (White)               
Asian  
 
-.015 
(.153) 
.985 
 
-1.154** 
(.376) 
.315 
  
.029 
(.154) 
1.029 
 
-1.113** 
(.376) 
.329 
  
.027 
(.156) 
1.027 
 
-1.126** 
(.383) 
.324 
 
Hispanic 
 
.264 
(.202) 
1.302 
 
-.369 
(.359) 
.691 
  
.226 
(.203) 
1.253 
 
-.419 
(.353) 
.658 
  
.236 
(.203) 
1.266 
 
-.413 
(.359) 
.662 
 
Black  
 
-.618** 
(.201) 
.539 
 
-1.492*** 
(.400) 
.225 
 
 -.585** 
(.201) 
.557 
 
-1.472*** 
(.404) 
.230 
 
 -.596** 
(.202) 
.551 
 
-1.491*** 
(.407) 
.225 
 
Age 
 
-.024* 
(.013) 
.976 
 
.000 
(.019) 
1.000 
  
-.023† 
(.012) 
.977 
 
.002 
(.019) 
1.002 
  
-.024† 
(.013) 
.977 
 
-.001 
(.019) 
.999 
 
Region of birth (Africa)               
 Western Europe/Oceania 
 /North America 
-.076 
(.242) 
.927 
 
-.185 
(.476) 
.831 
  
-.052 
(.241) 
.949 
 
-.035 
(.476) 
.966 
  
-.076 
(.243) 
.927 
 
-.104 
(.478) 
.901 
 
 Eastern Europe 
 /Former USSR/Central Asia 
-.012 
(.222) 
.988 
 
-.398 
(.448 
.672 
  
.005 
(.220) 
1.005 
 
-.279 
(.452) 
.756 
  
.005 
(.223) 
1.005 
 
-.294 
(.454) 
.746 
 
Latin America 
/The Caribbean 
.310* 
(.157) 
1.363 
 
.675† 
(.386) 
1.964 
  
.235 
(.157) 
1.265 
 
.668† 
(.383) 
1.951 
  
.308* 
(.158) 
1.361 
 
.725† 
(.387) 
2.065 
 
Mexico 
 
.007 
(.195) 
1.007 
 
.477 
(.437) 
1.612 
  
-.081 
(.200) 
.922 
 
.463 
(.437) 
1.588 
  
.028 
(.202) 
1.029 
 
.540 
(.442) 
1.715 
 
Asia 
 
-.051 
(.232) 
.950 
 
.347 
(.545) 
1.415 
  
-.126 
(.229) 
.882 
 
.311 
(.540) 
1.364 
  
-.065 
(.233) 
.937 
 
.398 
(.546) 
1.489 
 
India/Middle East 
/North Africa 
-.223 
(.219) 
.800 
 
-.452 
(.475) 
.636 
  
-.264 
(.217) 
.768 
 
-.387 
(.482) 
.679 
  
-.210 
(.220) 
.810 
 
-.391 
(.483) 
.676 
 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.002 
(.013) 
.998 
 
.001 
(.020) 
1.001 
  
-.003 
(.012) 
.997 
 
.003 
(.019) 
1.003 
  
-.001 
(.013) 
.999 
 
.001 
(.020) 
1.001 
 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)              
Before 2002 
 
-.291* 
(.122) 
.748 
 
-1.356*** 
(.271) 
.258 
  
-.343** 
(.123) 
.710 
 
-1.396*** 
(.269) 
.247 
  
-.286* 
(.122) 
.751 
 
-1.317*** 
(.272) 
.268 
 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)               
4-10yrs 
 
.389** 
(.129) 
1.475 
 
.293 
(.241) 
1.340 
  
.399** 
(.128) 
1.490 
 
.331 
(.239) 
1.392 
  
.381** 
(.129) 
1.463 
 
.286 
(.241) 
1.331 
 
11yrs and more 
 
.607** 
(.210) 
1.836 
 
.980** 
(.348) 
2.664 
  
.588** 
(.207) 
1.800 
 
.935** 
(.344) 
2.547 
  
.617** 
(.210) 
1.854 
 
.979** 
(.350) 
2.662 
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis.    
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001
Table 2. (Continued)              
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Employed by others 
vs Unemployed  
Self-employed vs 
Unemployed  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio  
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Class of admission (Employment preference)              
Family preference 
 
-1.210*** 
(.101) 
.298 
 
-.522** 
(.208) 
.593 
  
-1.352*** 
(.101) 
.259 
 
-.568** 
(.210) 
.567 
  
-1.267*** 
(.105) 
.282 
 
-.469* 
(.216) 
.626 
 
Refugee 
 
-.119 
(.160) 
.888 
 
.621* 
(.283) 
1.861 
  
-.260† 
(.155) 
.771 
 
.507† 
(.272) 
1.660 
  
-.124 
(.161) 
.883 
 
.633* 
(.283) 
1.883 
 
Diversity/Other 
 
-.748*** 
(.110) 
.473 
 
.003 
(.222) 
1.003 
  
-.834*** 
(.108) 
.434 
 
-.012 
(.217) 
.988 
  
-.756*** 
(.111) 
.470 
 
.027 
(.224) 
1.027 
 
Interview with only English (No)              
Yes 
 
.046 
(.077) 
1.047 
 
-.040 
(.160) 
.961 
 
 -.060 
(.071) 
.942 
 
-.095 
(.150) 
.909 
 
 .054 
(.079) 
1.056 
 
-.041 
(.161) 
.960 
 
Family Characteristics               
Household size (4 and fewer)               
5 and more 
 
-.162* 
(.071) 
.850 
 
-.333* 
(.154) 
.717 
  
-.180** 
(.070) 
.836 
 
-.394** 
(.154) 
.674 
  
-.151* 
(.070) 
.860 
 
-.363* 
(.155) 
.695 
 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)              
Never married 
 
-.063 
(.082) 
.939 
 
-.466* 
(.199) 
.627 
  
-.068 
(.084) 
.935 
 
-.647*** 
(.201) 
.524 
  
-.036 
(.086) 
.965 
 
-.496** 
(.203) 
.609 
 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
  .294* 
 (.129) 
1.342 
 
-.109 
(.254) 
.897 
  
.265* 
(.129) 
1.303 
 
-.143 
(.253) 
.866 
  
.274* 
(.130) 
1.315 
 
-.138 
(.256) 
.871 
 
Children under 6 in the household (No)              
Yes 
 
-.623*** 
(.071) 
.536 
 
-.617*** 
(.149) 
.540 
  
-.598*** 
(.071) 
.550 
 
-.598*** 
(.148) 
.550 
  
-.623*** 
(.072) 
.536 
 
-.639*** 
(.150) 
.528 
 
Bank account (No)             
Yes 
 
.701*** 
(.065) 
2.017 
 
.601** 
(.183) 
1.823 
  
.766*** 
(.064) 
2.151 
 
.678*** 
(.179) 
1.971 
  
.698*** 
(.065) 
2.009 
 
.588** 
(.187) 
1.800 
 
Model information               
Intercept .555† (.333)  
-2.686*** 
(.675)   
2.002*** 
(.297)  
-1.864** 
(.605)   
.895** 
(.357)  
-2.570*** 
(.721)  
-2 log likelihood 9601.628  9655.892  9579.93 
χ2 (df ) 2311.85*** (70)  2251.58*** (64)  2344.022*** (86) 
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Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Employment Status of Immigrants 
Binary logistic regression models were estimated to address the second research question:  
Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with employment status of immigrants 
vary by gender or race/ethnicity? 5 To test it, models for sub-groups were estimated by gender 
and race/ethnicity. Results indicate that relations between human capital and social capital, and 
employment status varied by gender and race/ethnicity.  
Table 3 shows the results of the logistic models estimated separately for male and female 
immigrants. In the model estimated for the male immigrants, having foreign work experience, 
previously having high occupational status in foreign work, years of U.S. education, and 
good/excellent health conditions were statistically significant. In the model estimated for the 
female immigrants, having work experience both in and outside of the U.S., previously having 
middle occupational status both in and outside of the U.S., high level of English proficiency, 
having U.S.-born spouse were statistically significant.  
Specifically, both male and female immigrants who had foreign work experience were 
more likely to be employed rather than be unemployed compared to those without foreign work 
experience (OR=1.32, p ≤ .05 for male and OR=1.35, p ≤ .01 for female respectively). 
Comparing those who had no or low occupational status in the foreign job, male immigrants with 
previously high occupational status in the foreign job were less likely to be employed (OR=0.72, 
p ≤ .05), but in the model for female, those with previously middle occupational status in the 
foreign job were less likely to be employed (OR=0.77, p ≤ .05). Male immigrants who have more 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 A multinomial logistic regression with three categories (unemployed, employed by others, self-employed) was not 
conducted because of the small sample size in self-employment for the gender and racial/ethnic groups. Rather, 
binary logistic regression with two categories (unemployed and employed) was conducted combining employed by 
others and self-employed as employed.  
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education in the U.S. were less likely to be employed (OR=0.92, p ≤ .01). However, U.S. 
education was unrelated to female employment status. Work experience in the U.S. was 
positively related to only female immigrants (OR=1.49, p ≤ .001), but for male immigrants, there 
was no significant relation between work experience in the U.S. and employment status. English 
language proficiency was highly related to being employed for female immigrants. Compared to 
female immigrants with low English level, those with high English level were more likely to be 
employed (OR=1.61, p ≤ .001) than unemployed. Good/very good/excellent health conditions 
are positively related to both male (OR=2.08, p ≤ .001) and female immigrants’ employed status 
(OR=1.32, p ≤ .05). 
 For male immigrants, social capital variables were not associated with the likelihood of 
being employed. However, female immigrants having U.S. native spouses were less likely to be 
employed (OR=0.76, p ≤ .05) than unemployed, compared to those without U.S.-born spouses. 
In addition, in the female model, there was a marginally significant relationship between the 
number of times participating in religious meetings and employed status. Female immigrants 
who participated more than 23 times in religious meetings were more likely to be employed 
(OR=1.25, p ≤ .10) rather than be unemployed compared to those who never participated in 
religious groups.  
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Table 3. Binary Logistic Regression Model of Employment Status on Human Capital, Social 
Capital and Control Variables by Gender  
 Male (N=3510)   Female (N=3690) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital      
Foreign-earned human capital      
Years of foreign education .007(.013) 1.007  .017(.011) 1.017 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)     
     Yes .277*(.127) 1.319  .300**(.102) 1.350 
Occupational status in the foreign job (Unemployed/Low)     
     Middle status -.076(.157) .927  -.262*(.133) .769 
     High status -.333*(.142) .717  -.063(.127) .939 
Host-country human capital      
Years of U.S. education  -.081**(.026) .923  -.014(.022) .986 
U.S. Work experience  (No)      
Yes .072(.149) 1.075  .399***(.111) 1.490 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job  (Unemployed/Low)     
Middle status .083(.337) 1.086  -.589**(.236) .555 
High status .131(.262) 1.140  -.011(.223) .989 
English language proficiency (Low level)     
Medium level -.017(.130) .983  .180†(.110) 1.197 
     High level .021(.171) 1.022  .474***(.140) 1.606 
Health (Poor/Fair)      
     Good/Very good/Excellent .730*** (.203) 2.075  .276* (.142) 1.318 
Social Capital      
Strong-tie based social capital      
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)    
Yes -.112(.118) .894  -.087(.079) .917 
US-born spouse (No)      
     Yes -.089(.220) .914  -.273*(.139) .761 
Weak-tie based social capital      
Social group membership (No)      
Yes -.038(.120) .963  .023(.111) 1.024 
Religious group membership (No)     
     Yes -.056(.136) .946  -.042(.099) .958 
Religious participation since migration (Never)      
1-23 .137(.108) 1.146  -.005(.089) .995 
23< .029(.172) 1.030  .224†(.135) 1.251 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)    
      50% and more are from my country -.049(.135) .952  -.122(.118) .885 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)    
     50% and more are natives -.124 (.145) .883  -.083(.125) .921 
Individual Characteristics      
Race/Ethnicity (White)      
Asian  -.090(.241) .914  .085(.214) 1.088 
Hispanic .574†(.315) 1.775  .013(.265) 1.013 
Black  -.534†(.301) .586  -.664*(.275) .515 
Age -.021(.024) .979  -.023(.015) .977 
Region of birth (Africa)      
Western Europe/Oceania /North America -.149(.361) .862  -.017(.332) .983 
Eastern Europe/Former USSR/Central Asia -.320(.331) .727  .168(.304) 1.182 
Latin America/The Caribbean -.015(.225) .986  .555**(.222) 1.741 
Mexico .009(.325) 1.010  .214(.266) 1.238 
Asia -.166(.352) .847  .007(.315) 1.007 
India/Middle East/North Africa .013(.323) 1.013  -.392(.305) .676 
 
   (Continued) 
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Table 3. (Continued)     
 Male (N=3510)   Female (N=3690) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Age at arrival in the U.S. -.017(.024) .983  .005(.015) 1.005 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)     
Before 2002 -.914***(.230) .401  -.144(.149) .866 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)      
4-10yrs -.117(.272) .889  .538***(.159) 1.713 
11yrs and more .298(.414) 1.347  .765**(.260) 2.148 
Class of admission (Employment preference)     
Family preference -1.682***(.194) .186  -.902***(.132) .406 
Refugee -.182(.299) .833  .038(.199) 1.039 
Diversity/Other -1.238***(.194) .290  -.342*(.142) .710 
Interview with only English (No)     
Yes .014(.126) 1.014  .024(.102) 1.025 
Family Characteristics      
Household size (4 and fewer)      
5 and more -.259*(.119) .772  -.102(.091) .903 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)     
Never married -.536***(.134) .585  .288**(.115) 1.334 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed -.260(.253) .771  .413**(.148) 1.511 
Children under 6 in the household (No)     
Yes -.232†(.124) .793  -.894***(.089) .409 
Bank Account (No)    
Yes .767***(.106) 2.154  .667***(.089) 1.948 
Model information      
Intercept 3.404***(.590)   .294(.463)  
-2 log likelihood 2927.267  4255.066 
χ2 (df ) 835.839*** (42)  860.252*** (42) 
Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis.     
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Table 4 shows results for 4 different races/ethnicities. Among human capital variables, 
having foreign work experience, years of U.S. education, U.S. work experience, previous 
occupational status in the U.S., English proficiency and health condition showed differences by 
race/ethnicity. With a marginal significant relation between work experience outside of the U.S. 
and White immigrants’ employed status (OR=1.33, p ≤ .10), Asian (OR=1.54, p ≤ .01) and 
Hispanic (OR=1.42, p ≤ .01) immigrants who had foreign work experience were more likely to 
be employed than those without foreign work experience. In terms of U.S. education, only Black 
showed statistical significance. Black immigrants with less years of U.S. education increased 
their odds (OR=0.86, p ≤ .01) of being employed compared their counterparts with more years of 
education in the U.S. Work experience in the U.S. is significantly related to be employed for 
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Hispanic immigrants. Compared to Hispanic immigrants without U.S. work experience, those 
having work experience in the U.S. were more likely to be employed (OR=1.44, p ≤ .01). White 
immigrants with high occupational status of the U.S. first job had more than 2 times greater odds 
of employment (OR=2.12, p ≤ .05) rather than unemployment, compared to White immigrant 
with no or low occupational status previously in the U.S. first job. In contrast, Hispanic 
immigrants with middle occupational status of the U.S. first job were less likely to be employed 
(OR=.49, p ≤ .05) comparing those who previously had no or low occupational status in the U.S. 
Regarding English proficiency, only Asian had statistical significance. When compared Asian 
immigrants with low level of English skills, those who had high level of English language 
proficiency showed around 1.5 times greater odds (OR=1.52, p ≤ .05) of employed status.  
Although White immigrants who had high level of English language proficiency more likely to 
be employed compare to those with low level of English skills, it was marginal (OR=1.54, p 
≤ .10). Health condition showed significant relations with employed status for both Asian and 
White immigrants. While Asian immigrants with good or better health conditions were more 
likely to be employed (OR= 1.62, p ≤ .05), the odds that White immigrants having above good 
health conditions were more than 2.5 times greater (OR=2.53, p ≤ .001) rather than being 
employed, compared to those with poor/fair health. 
The associations between social capital and employment status were also varied by 
race/ethnicity. Black immigrants showed a marginally significant relation between support from 
family/relatives/friends and employed status (OR=0.73, p ≤ .10), but no significant relations 
were found in other races/ethnicities. Having U.S. native spouses is negatively related to only 
Hispanic immigrants’ employed status. Hispanic immigrants with U.S.-born spouses were more 
likely to be employed (OR=0.62, p ≤ .01), compared those who have no U.S. native spouse.  
! 87 
Immigrant social group membership is only significant for Black immigrants’ employed status. 
Black immigrants who were involved in social group such as a labor union, a business or 
professional organization, a charity organization, a social club or community group, and an 
ethnic or national origin association before migrating to the U.S. showed smaller odds of 
employed status (OR=0.64, p ≤ .05), comparing those who were not members in those 
groups/organizations. Only among Black immigrants, frequency of religious group participation 
showed a marginally significant relation with their employed status (OR=1.70, p ≤ .10). Contacts 
with same ethnics were significantly related to Asian immigrants’ employment. Interestingly, 
Asian immigrants who were members in a religious group in which more than 50% are same 
ethnic were less likely to be employed (OR=0.72, p ≤ .05) compared to their counterparts.  
Among individual and family characteristics, being male and having at least one bank 
account were more likely to be employed of all four racial/ethnic groups of immigrants. In 
contrast, all groups of immigrants with having children under age of 6 in their households were 
less likely to be employed than those who do not have young children in the households. White 
immigrants with older age decreased their odds of employment than younger White immigrants. 
Entering into the U.S. before 2001 were negatively related to Black and White immigrants’ 
employment, with a marginal relation with Hispanic immigrants, but no relation was found 
among Asian immigrants. Living years in the U.S. was positively associated with employment of 
Asian and White immigrants. Except Black immigrants, when comparing those who had 
employment preference in the class of admission, Asian, Hispanic and White immigrants with 
family preference and diversity/other admission class were less likely to be employed. Large 
family size was negatively related to only Black immigrants’ employment.        
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Table 4. Binary Logistic Regression Model of Employment Status on Human Capital, Social 
Capital and Control Variables by Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
 Asian (N=2322)   Hispanic (N=2158)  Black (N=956)  White (N=1764) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital            
Foreign-earned human capital            
Years of foreign education 
.011 
(.017) 
1.011  .024 
(.015) 
1.024  .002 
(.025) 
1.002  .005 
(.017) 
1.005 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)           
     Yes 
 
.434** 
(.153) 
1.544  .353** 
(.133) 
1.423  .022 
(.225) 
1.022  .284† 
(.163) 
1.329 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)           
     Middle status 
 
-.205 
(.200) 
.815  -.129 
(.202) 
.879  -.198 
(.261) 
.821  -.259 
(.191) 
.772 
     High status 
 
-.211 
(.166) 
.810  -.037 
(.267) 
.964  -.119 
(.255) 
.888  -.307† 
(.165) 
.736 
Host-country human capital            
Years of U.S. education  
 
-.004 
(.040) 
.996  -.017 
(.029) 
.983  -.154** 
(.053) 
.857  .000 
(.044) 
1.000 
U.S. Work experience  (No)            
Yes 
 
.098 
(.204) 
1.103  .365** 
(.130) 
1.441  .378 
(.275) 
1.460  .212 
(.187) 
1.237 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)           
Middle status 
 
-.200 
(.392) 
.819  -.711* 
(.299) 
.491  .162 
(.517) 
1.175  .058 
(.410) 
1.060 
High status 
 
.261 
(.290) 
1.298  -.449 
(.390) 
.638  -.471 
(.540) 
.624  .752* 
(.338) 
2.121 
English language proficiency (Low)           
Medium level 
 
.172 
(.169) 
1.188  .190 
(.149) 
1.209  -.012 
(.269) 
.988  .167 
(.172) 
1.182 
     High level 
 
.416* 
(.206) 
1.516  .084 
(.218) 
1.088  .245 
(.313) 
1.278  .429† 
(.255) 
1.535 
Health (Poor/Fair)            
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.480* 
(.242) 
1.616  .190 
(.164) 
1.209  .340 
(.392) 
1.404  .930*** 
(.276) 
2.534 
Social Capital            
Strong-tie based social capital            
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)          
Yes 
 
-.071 
(.113) 
.932  -.012 
(.116) 
.988  -.313† 
(.167) 
.731  -.093 
(.127) 
.911 
 US-born spouse (No)            
     Yes 
 
-.199 
(.263) 
.819  -.480** 
(.185) 
.619  -.304 
(.442) 
.738  -.179 
(.231) 
.836 
Weak-tie based social capital            
Social group membership (No)            
Yes 
 
-.017 
(.140) 
.983  .215 
(.182) 
1.240  -.443* 
(.194) 
.642  .205 
(.164) 
1.228 
Religious group membership (No)           
     Yes 
 
-.071 
(.154) 
.932  -.027 
(.139) 
.974  -.029 
(.189) 
.971  -.003 
(.181) 
.997 
Religious participation (Never)            
1-23 
 
-.032 
(.130) 
.969  .109 
(.130) 
1.116  .089 
(.200) 
1.093  .008 
(.133) 
1.008 
23< 
 
.124 
(.194) 
1.132  .035 
(.196) 
1.035  .528† 
(.280) 
1.695  .065 
(.223) 
1.067 
          (Continued) 
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis.     
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Relationship between Human Capital and Social Capital and Occupational Status 
With samples of working immigrants, a multinomial logistic regression model was 
estimated to address the third research question: What factors of human capital and social capital 
Table 4. (Continued)           
 Asian (N=2322)   Hispanic (N=2158)  Black (N=956)  White (N=1764) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)          
      50% and more are from  
my country 
-.330* 
(.136) 
.719  -.116 
(.127) 
.891  -.224 
(.258) 
.799  .035 
(.201) 
1.035 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)          
     50% and more are natives 
 
-.037 
(.200) 
.964  -.058 
(.141) .944 
 -.319 
(.238) 
.727  -.175 
(.199) 
.839 
Individual Characteristics            
Gender (Female)            
Male 
 
1.158*** 
(.115) 
3.184  1.465*** 
(.122) 
4.328  1.184*** 
(.177) 
3.266  .976*** 
(.123) 
2.653 
Age 
 
-.016 
(.036) 
.984  -.003 
(.017) 
.997  -.027 
(.048) 
.974  -.070** 
(.026) 
.932 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.009 
(.036) 
.991  -.014 
(.017) 
.986  -.003 
(.047) 
.997  .046† 
(.026) 
1.048 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)           
Before 2002 
 
.136 
(.226) 
1.145  -.449† 
(.238) 
.638  -1.071** 
(.410) 
.343  -.641** 
(.235) 
.527 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)            
4-10yrs 
 
.522* 
(.257) 
1.685  .046 
(.246) 
1.048  .846† 
(.491) 
2.331  .398† 
(.238) 
1.489 
11yrs and more 
 
1.095* 
(.512) 
2.990  .208 
(.337) 
1.231  .611 
(.813) 
1.842  1.274** 
(.480) 
3.575 
Class of admission (Employment preference)           
Family preference 
 
-1.308*** 
(.157) 
.270  -1.194*** 
(.292) 
.303  -.623 
(.446) 
.536  -1.230*** 
(.228) 
.292 
Refugee 
 
-.276 
(.338) 
.759  -.476 
(.390) 
.621  .451 
(.513) 
1.569  .061 
(.292) 
1.063 
Diversity/Other 
 
-.971*** 
(.175) 
.379  -.544† 
(.294) 
.581  .160 
(.449) 
1.174  -.560** 
(.225) 
.571 
Interview with only English (No)           
Yes 
 
-.015 
(.143) 
.985  -.099 
(.141) 
.906  .184 
(.238) 
1.202  .278 
(.177) 
1.320 
Family Characteristics            
Household size (4 and fewer)            
5 and more 
 
-.183 
(.131) 
.832  -.063 
(.115) 
.939  -.474** 
(.188) 
.623  -.196 
(.169) 
.822 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)           
Never married 
 
-.136 
(.172) 
.873  .084 
(.161) 
1.088  -.216 
(.203) 
.806  .106 
(.182) 
1.111 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
  .441 
(.299) 
1.555  .129 
(.198) 
1.138  -.016 
(.374) 
.984  .481† 
(.269) 
1.617 
Children under 6 in the household (No)           
Yes 
 
-.786*** 
(.145) 
.456  -.521*** 
(.126) 
.594  -.401† 
(217) 
.670  -.724*** 
(.149) 
.485 
Bank account (No)          
Yes 
 
.626*** 
(.142) 
1.869  .499*** 
(.144) 
1.647  1.250*** 
(.203) 
3.489  .662*** 
(.139) 
1.939 
Model information            
Intercept 
 
.717 
(.544) 
  1.395** 
(.557) 
  .953 
(.917) 
  .526 
(.623) 
 
-2 log likelihood 2276.677  2165.151  993.336  1786.151 
χ2 (df ) 826.672*** (34)  539.583*** (34)  331.756*** (34)  432.206*** (34) 
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are related to occupational status among a nationally representative sample of immigrants in the 
United States, controlling for a series of individual and family characteristics? Specifically, this 
logistic regression allows for examining the effect that human capital and social capital 
characteristics contribute to the probability of working in high occupational status and middle 
occupational status, compared to low occupational status (the reference category), controlling for 
the effects of the other independent variables.  
Table 5 presents the findings from the multinomial logistic analysis. The results for 
Model 1, which consisted of human capital and control variables, indicate that all the human 
capital variables, except foreign work experience and health condition, were associated with 
immigrant occupational status. More specifically, more years of foreign education as well as U.S. 
education increased their odds of working in high and middle statuses rather than working at low 
status. Having experience working in high and middle occupational status in the foreign job was 
positively related to having high and middle occupational status in current jobs respectively, 
compared to having experience working in low occupational status. However, both middle and 
high occupational status of the U.S. first job were associated with both high and middle 
occupational status of current job. Immigrants having work experience in the U.S. was less likely 
to be in high occupational status versus low occupational status. Immigrants with medium and 
high levels of English proficiency were more likely to have high and middle occupational status 
comparing those with low English language skills. 
The results for Model 2, which consisted of social capital and control variables, show that 
the immigrants having support from strong-tie were less likely to be in high occupational status 
vs. in low occupational status. Social group membership is positively related to high 
occupational status vs. low occupational status. Compared those who never participated in any 
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religious meeting, immigrants who participated in religious meetings more than 23 times were 
less likely to be in middle occupational status versus low occupational status. Having a U.S.-born 
spouse and more contacts with natives at the religious meetings had marginal relations with high 
occupational status, while being a member in religious groups and participation in religious 
meeting up to 23 times showed marginal relations to middle occupational status versus low 
occupational status.  
Results for Model 3 indicate that all of the significant variables in Model 1 remain 
statistically same significant, with minor drop of coefficients in the most of the variables. 
Specifically, significant human capital variables in Model 3 were same with ones in Model 1. In 
foreign-country human capital, immigrants with more years of foreign education had greater 
odds of having high (OR=1.28, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status (OR=1.1, p ≤ .001) 
rather than low occupational status than those with less years of education from foreign countries. 
Immigrants who had high occupational status in the foreign job were more likely to have high 
occupational status in the U.S. (OR=1.88, p ≤ .001), while those who had middle occupational 
status in the foreign job were more likely to have middle occupational status versus low 
occupational status currently in the U.S. (OR=1.55, p ≤ .01), compared to having previous 
experience working in low occupational status. 
Host-country human capital is highly associated with immigrant occupational status. U.S. 
education increased the odds of working in high (OR=1.37 p ≤ .001) and middle occupational 
statuses (OR=1.11, p ≤ .001) rather than working at low occupational status. Immigrants having 
work experience in the U.S. was less likely to be in high (OR=0.62, p ≤ .001) versus low 
occupational status. I tested the possibility that this negative relation of work experience in the 
U.S. with high occupational status is because immigrants who had previous work experience in 
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the U.S. might have job experience in low occupational status so that despite prior experiences, 
they might currently work in low status rather than high occupational status. To check this 
possibility, I conducted descriptive statistics with only working immigrants who had previous 
U.S. work experience. Results show that 18% had high, 9.7% had medium, and 72.3 % had low 
occupational status in their previous U.S. work experience. 
Immigrants who had middle occupational status of the U.S. first job were more likely 
than those who were low occupational status of the U.S. first job to currently work at middle 
(OR=3.16, p ≤ .001) and high occupational status (OR=2.17, p ≤ .01). Similarly, comparing 
those who were low occupational status of the U.S. first job, immigrants who previously had 
high occupational status in their first U.S. job were more likely to currently work at middle 
(OR=2.12, p ≤ .01) and high occupational status (OR=5.89, p ≤ .001). Immigrants with medium 
level of English proficiency were more likely to have high (OR=1.91, p ≤ .001) and middle 
occupational status (OR=1.73, p ≤ .001), comparing those with low English language skills. 
Immigrants with high level of language proficiency had 4.28 times greater odds of having high 
occupational status in immigrant current jobs and 2.59 times greater odds of having middle 
occupational status in their jobs, comparing immigrants at low levels of English skills. 
In social capital, social group membership and the number of times participating in 
religious meetings were associated to immigrant occupational status. Immigrants who had 
memberships in social groups were more likely to be in high occupational level (OR=1.41, p 
≤ .01) than their counterparts. Immigrants who participated in religious meetings up to 23 times 
(OR=0.79, p ≤ .05) and more than 23 times (OR=0.68, p ≤ .05) were less likely to be in middle 
occupational status versus low occupational status of their current jobs.   
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Some individual and family characteristics were associated with the likelihood of having 
middle or high occupational status. Being male was positively associated with the likelihood of 
both middle and high occupational status. In contrast, being Hispanic or Black, entering into the 
U.S. before 2001, having family preference, refugee, or diversity/other visa class of admission, 
and having 5 or more members in household were negatively related to only high occupational 
status versus low occupational status. However, having bank accounts was positively related to 
immigrant high occupational status rather than low occupational status. There was a marginal 
significant relation between presence of young children in the household and high occupational 
status of immigrant s. Among control variables, except gender no variable was significantly 
associated with middle occupational status versus low occupational status.  
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Table 5. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model of Occupational Status on Human Capital, Social Capital and Control Variables 
(N=4522) 
 
 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital               
Foreign-earned human capital               
Years of foreign education 
 
.249*** 
(.018) 
1.283 .095*** 
(.016) 
1.099       .244*** (.018) 
1.277 
 
.092*** 
(.016) 
1.097 
 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)              
     Yes 
 
-.170 
(.148) 
.844 -.132 
(.131) 
.876       -.187 
(.149) 
.829 
 
-.125 
(.132) 
.882 
 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)              
     Middle status 
 
.013 
(.180) 
1.013 .435** 
(.155) 
1.545       .014 
(.182) 
1.014 
 
.436** 
(.156) 
1.546 
 
     High status 
 
.608*** 
(.154) 
1.836 .220 
(.158) 
1.246       .632*** (.156) 
1.881 
 
.221 
(.159) 
1.248 
 
Host-country human capital               
Years of U.S. education  
 
.314*** 
(.027) 
1.369 .102*** 
(.025) 
1.107       .311*** (.027) 
1.365 
 
.101*** 
(.026) 
1.107 
 
U.S. Work experience  (No)               
Yes 
 
-.457*** 
(.140) 
.633 -.102 
(.126) 
.903       -.473*** (.141) 
.623 
 
-.101 
(.127) 
.904 
 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)              
Middle status 
 
.744** 
(.256) 
2.104 1.160*** 
(.224) 
3.189       .776** (.257) 
2.172 
 
1.150*** 
(.227) 
3.157 
 
High status 
 
1.780*** 
(.237) 
5.927 .768** 
(.271) 
2.155       1.773*** (.238) 
5.889 
 
.753** 
(.272) 
2.123 
 
English language proficiency (Low)              
Medium level 
 
.689*** 
(.180) 
1.992 .550*** 
(.138) 
1.733       .645*** (.184) 
1.906 
 
.547*** 
(.138) 
1.729 
 
     High level 
 
1.514*** 
(.201) 
4.544 .950*** 
(.169) 
2.585  
    
 1.454*** 
(.210) 
4.282 
 
.952*** 
(.172) 
2.590 
 
Health (Poor/Fair)               
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
-.070 
(.272) 
.932 .022 
(.211) 
1.022  
    
 -.088 
(.271) 
.916 
 
.030 
(.212) 
1.031 
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Table 5. (Continued)              
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Social Capital               
Strong-tie based social capital               
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)             
Yes 
 
     -.205* (.105) 
.814 .003 
(.102) 
1.003  -.161 
(.117) 
.851 
 
.023 
(.103) 
1.024 
 
 US-born spouse (No)     
 
 
    
    
     Yes 
 
     -.284† 
(.169) 
.753 -.069 
(.167) 
.933  -.140 
(.192) 
.870 
 
.032 
(.172) 
1.032 
 
Weak-tie based social capital               
Social group membership (No)               
Yes 
 
     .543*** 
(.116) 
1.721 .144 
(.127) 
1.155  .341** 
(.128) 
1.407 
 
.025 
(.131) 
1.025 
 
Religious group membership (No)              
     Yes 
 
     .144 (.123) 
1.155 .223† 
(.126) 
1.250  .114 
(.135) 
1.120 
 
.197 
(.130) 
1.218 
 
Religious participation (Never)               
1-23 
 
     .058 (.114) 
1.060 -.181† 
(.108) 
.834  -.037 
(.123) 
.964 
 
-.237* 
(.111) 
.789 
 
23< 
 
 
   
 -.055 
(.169) 
.947 -.382* 
(.165) 
.682  -.008 
(.183) 
.992 
 
-.392* 
(.172) 
.676 
 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)             
      50% and more are from my country 
 
 
   
 -.217 
(.213) 
.805 -.166 
(.172) 
.847  -.074 
(.209) 
.928 
 
-.064 
(.169) 
.938 
 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)             
     50% and more are natives 
 
 
   
 .244† 
(.124) 
1.277 .180 
(.157) 
1.198  .065 
(.142) 
1.067 
 
.105 
(.155) 
1.111 
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Table 5. (Continued)              
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Individual Characteristics               
Gender (Female)               
Male 
 
.458*** 
(.108) 
1.581 .283** 
(.101) 
1.327  .403*** 
(.098) 
1.496 .235* 
(.098) 
1.265  .453*** 
(.109) 
1.573 
 
.277** 
(.102) 
1.319 
 
Race/Ethnicity (White)               
Asian  
 
.061 
(.264) 
1.062 -.124 
(.270) 
.884  .424† 
(.244) 
1.528 .022 
(.271) 
1.022  .080 
(.272) 
1.083 
 
-.087 
(.274) 
.917 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.739* 
(.312) 
.477 -.306 
(.299) 
.737  -1.046*** 
(.291) 
.351 -.387 
(.293) 
.679  -.779** 
(.314) 
.459 
 
-.286 
(.300) 
.751 
 
Black  
 
-.710* 
(.325) 
.491 -.463 
(.327) 
.629  -.828** 
(.303) 
.437 -.425 
(.322) 
.653  -.696* 
(.336) 
.498 
 
-.416 
(.336) 
.660 
 
Age 
 
.036† 
(.020) 
1.036 .023 
(.018) 
1.023  .032† 
(.018) 
1.032 .021 
(.018) 
1.021  .032 
(.021) 
1.033 
 
.023 
(.019) 
1.023 
 
Region of birth (Africa)               
 Western Europe/Oceania 
 /North America 
.271 
(.382) 
1.312 -.037 
(.396) 
.963  .092 
(.359) 
1.096 -.052 
(.390) 
.950  .288 
(.393) 
1.333 
 
.019 
(.404) 
1.019 
 
 Eastern Europe 
 /Former USSR/Central 
Asia 
.140 
(.352) 
1.151 -.348 
(.361) 
.706  .033 
(.328) 
1.034 -.433 
(.358) 
.649  .200 
(.362) 1.222  
-.334 
(.369) 
.716 
 
Latin America 
/The Caribbean 
.212 
(.299) 
1.236 .114 
(.274) 
1.121  -.412 
(.276) 
.663 -.223 
(.266) 
.800  .254 
(.302) 
1.290 
 
.123 
(.277) 
1.131 
 
Mexico 
 
.364 
(.377) 
1.439 .131 
(.329) 
1.140  -.572 
(.352) 
.565 -.338 
(.328) 
.713  .442 
(.389) 
1.556 
 
.182 
(.341) 
1.200 
 
Asia 
 
-.207 
(.396) 
.813 .017 
(.404) 
1.017  -.710* 
(.362) 
.492 -.324 
(.398) 
.723  -.164 
(.399) 
.849 
 
.003 
(.407) 
1.003 
 
India/Middle East 
/North Africa 
-.151 
(.366) 
.860 -.128 
(.368) 
.880  -.326 
(.345) 
.722 -.277 
(.368) 
.758  -.064 
(.376) 
.938 
 
-.077 
(.380) 
.926 
 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.028 
(.021) 
.972 -.025 
(.019) 
.976  -.040* 
(.018) 
.961 -.033† 
(.018) 
.968  -.026 
(.021) 
.974 
 
-.024 
(.019) 
.976 
 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)              
Before 2002 
 
-.631** 
(.211) 
.532 -.073 
(.208) 
.930  -1.011*** 
(.188) 
.364 -.150 
(.203) 
.861  -.670** 
(.212) 
.512 
 
-.072 
(.209) 
.931 
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis.     
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
Table 5. (Continued)              
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)               
4-10yrs 
 
-.059 
(.201) 
.942 .204 
(.209) 
1.227  .100 
(.183) 
1.105 .287 
(.205) 
1.332  -.051 
(.204) 
.950 
 
.215 
(.211) 
1.240 
 
11yrs and more 
 
-.499 
(.330) 
.607 -.095 
(.314) 
.909  -.473† 
(.289) 
.623 -.080 
(.303) 
.923  -.471 
(.335) 
.624 
 
-.083 
(.317) 
.921 
 
Class of admission (Employment preference)              
Family preference 
 
-1.625*** 
(.145) 
.197 -.013 
(.162) 
.987  -1.950*** 
(.139) 
.142 -.122 
(.163) 
.885  -1.658*** 
(.156) 
.190 
 
-.030 
(.169) 
.970 
 
Refugee 
 
-1.947*** 
(.214) 
.143 -.047 
(.212) 
.954  -2.593*** 
(.193) 
.075 -.208 
(.204) 
.812  -1.932*** 
(.217) 
.145 
 
-.054 
(.214) 
.947 
 
Diversity/Other 
 
-2.154*** 
(.161) 
.116 -.230 
(.168) 
.794  -2.292*** 
(.147) 
.101 -.396* 
(.167) 
.673  -2.124*** 
(.163) 
.120 
 
-.236 
(.170) 
.790 
 
Interview with only English (No)              
Yes 
 
-.319* 
(.136) 
 .727 -.096 
(.120) 
.909  -1.147*** 
(.115) 
.317 -.574*** 
(.109) 
.563  -.284* 
(.138) 
.753 
 
-.082 
(.122) 
.922 
 
Family Characteristics               
Household size (4 and fewer)               
5 and more 
 
-.377** 
(.148) 
 .686 -.039 
(.117) 
.961  -.591*** 
(.137) 
.554 -.116 
(.115) 
.890  -.382** 
(.150) 
.683 
 
-.036 
(.119) 
.964 
 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)              
Never married 
 
-.058 
(.147) 
.944 -.059 
(.135) 
.943  .013 
(.137) 
1.013 .015 
(.135) 
1.015  -.060 
(.153) 
.942 
 
-.071 
(.141) 
.932 
 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
 .134 
(.234) 
1.143 .059 
(.210) 
1.060  -.149 
(-.149) 
.861 -.056 
(.206) 
.945  .101 
(.235) 
1.106 
 
.052 
(.211) 
1.053 
 
Children under 6 in the household (No)             
Yes 
 
.220† 
(.128) 
1.246 .007 
(.122) 
1.007  .210† 
(.113) 
1.233 .003 
(.122) 
1.003  .217† 
(.128) 
1.243 
 
.007 
(.124) 
1.007 
 
Bank account (No)             
Yes 
 
.311* 
(.131) 
1.364 .050 
(115) 
1.051  .522*** 
(.117) 
1.686 .164 
(.111) 
1.178  .275* 
(.134) 
1.317 
 
.042 
(.119) 
1.043 
 
Model information               
Intercept -4.192*** 
(.621) 
 -3.105*** 
(.565) 
  1.945*** 
(.454) 
 -.258 
(.472) 
  -3.897*** 
(.651) 
 -3.034*** 
(.585) 
 
-2 log likelihood 5570.842  6261.836  5544.81 
χ2 (df ) 3144.468*** (70)  2449.592*** (64)  3172.164*** (86) 
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Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Occupational Status of Immigrants 
Multinomial logistic regression models were estimated to address the 4th research 
question: Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with occupational status of 
immigrants vary by gender or race/ethnicity? Table 6 shows the results of the multinomial model 
estimated separately for male and female immigrants. Male and female have similar significant 
variables in human capital with minor differences. Years of foreign education and medium and 
high levels of English skills were positively related to middle and high occupational statuses of 
both male and female immigrants. Regardless of gender, immigrants who had more years of 
foreign education were more likely to be in high (OR=1.28, p ≤ .001 for male and OR=1.31, p ≤ 
.001 for female respectively) and middle occupational status (OR=1.11, p ≤ .001 for male and 
OR=1.08, p ≤ .01 for female respectively). Similarly, immigrants who have medium level of 
English proficiency were more likely to be in high (OR=1.66, p ≤ .05 for male and OR=1.55, p ≤ 
.01 for female respectively) and middle occupational status (OR=2.53, p ≤ .01 for male and 
OR=2.02, p ≤ .01 for female respectively). Although high English proficiency was important for 
middle and high occupational status in both genders, it showed the strongest relation with female 
high occupational status. Male immigrants who have high level of English proficiency were 
more likely to be in high (OR=3.63, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status (OR=2.16, p ≤ 
.001), and female immigrants who have high level of English skills were more likely to be in 
high (OR=5.95, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status (OR=3.36, p ≤ .001). 
Foreign work experience was marginally associated with only male high occupational 
status versus low occupational status. Both female and male immigrants who were in middle 
occupational status in the foreign job, compared to those who were in low occupational status 
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outside of the U.S., were more likely to have middle occupational status in the U.S. (OR=1.47, p 
≤ .05 for male and OR=1.82, p ≤ .05 for female respectively) rather than low occupational status. 
However, high occupational status in the foreign job showed a statistically significant relation to 
male immigrants’ high occupational status (OR=2.08, p ≤ .10), while high occupational status in 
the foreign job in the female model has marginal significant relation to their middle (OR=1.54, p 
≤ .001) and high occupational status (OR=1.63, p ≤ .10).  
Years of U.S. education was positively related to male high (OR=1.37, p ≤ .001) and 
middle occupational status (OR=1.12, p ≤ .001), while this variable was associated with female 
high occupational status (OR=1.36, p ≤ .001), but it was marginally related to female middle 
occupational status (OR=1.08, p ≤ .10) versus low occupational status. While female immigrants 
having work experience in the U.S. showed an only marginal relation with their high 
occupational status (OR=0.68, p ≤ .10), male immigrants who had work experience in the U.S. 
were less likely to have high occupational status (OR=0.59, p ≤ .01) versus low occupational 
status. Occupational status of the U.S. first job, in particular high occupational status in previous 
job in the U.S. strongly related to both male and female immigrant high occupational status. For 
male, middle occupational status in the first U.S. job is positively related to middle occupational 
status (OR=3.04, p ≤ .001), but marginally related to high occupational status (OR=1.82, p ≤ .10) 
versus low occupational status. For female, however, middle occupational status in the first U.S. 
job is significantly related to both middle occupational status (OR=3.13, p ≤ .01) and high 
occupational status (OR=2.30, p ≤ .05) versus low occupational status. In contrast to middle 
occupational status in the first U.S. job, high occupational status in the first U.S. job is 
significantly related to both high occupational status (OR=2.20, p ≤ .001) and middle 
occupational status (OR=3.00, p ≤ .01) versus low occupational status in the model for male 
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immigrants, but it was strongly related to only high occupational status for female immigrants 
(OR=3.42, p ≤ .001).  
In social capital, male immigrants who had social group membership was more likely to 
be in high occupational status (OR=1.46, p ≤ .05) rather than low occupational status. In 
addition, frequency of religious participation was only related to middle occupational status only 
in the male model. Male immigrants who participated up to 23 times (OR=0.75, p ≤ .05) and 
more (OR=0.59, p ≤ .05) in religious meetings were less likely to have middle occupational 
status versus low occupational status. No variable in social capital was associated with female 
occupational status.  
Among individual characteristics, being Hispanic and being Black were negatively 
related to female high and middle occupational status respectively versus low occupational 
status. Only female immigrants who were born in Mexico were more likely to be high 
occupational status versus low occupational status. However, entering into the U.S. before 2001 
and living in the U.S. for 11 years and more were negatively related to high occupational status 
only in the male model. Compared to immigrants with employment preference visa class, all 
other types of admission class were negatively related to both male and female high occupational 
status versus low occupational status.  
In family characteristics, having a bank account was positively related to and 
separated/divorced/widowed marital status comparing marred/cohabiting status marginally 
related to high occupational status versus low occupational status in the female model. In the 
male model, however, only variable of living in households with 5 and more members were 
negatively associated with high occupational status rather than low occupational status. 
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Table 6. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model of Occupational Status on Human Capital, 
Social Capital and Control Variables by Gender 
 
 
 
 Male (N=2683)  Female (N=1839) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital          
Foreign-earned human capital          
Years of foreign education 
 
.237*** 
(.024) 
1.267 .100*** 
(.021) 
1.105  .273*** 
(.031) 
1.314 .080** 
(.027) 
1.083 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)         
     Yes 
 
-.364† 
(.196) 
.695 -.127 
(.166) 
.881  .042 
(.241) 
1.043 -.207 
(.234) 
.813 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)         
     Middle status 
 
.155 
(.237) 
1.168 .386* 
(.197) 
1.472  -.142 
(.298) 
.868 .599* 
(.272) 
1.821 
     High status 
 
.732*** 
(.202) 
2.080 .086 
(.204) 
1.089  .432† 
(.257) 
1.541 .486† 
(.273) 
1.626 
Host-country human capital          
Years of U.S. education  
 
.312*** 
(.036) 
1.366 .112*** 
(.034) 
1.119  .309*** 
(.043) 
1.363 .076† 
(.041) 
1.078 
U.S. Work experience  (No)          
Yes 
 
-.537** 
(.190) 
.585 -.043 
(.168) 
.958  -.393† 
(.221) 
.675 -.189 
(.201) 
.828 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)         
Middle status 
 
.601† 
(.340) 
1.824 1.113*** 
(.287) 
3.043  .831* 
(.395) 
2.297 1.141** 
(.367) 
3.129 
High status 
 
2.196*** 
(.341) 
8.988 1.100** 
(.377) 
3.004  1.229*** 
(.352) 
3.416 .395 
(.406) 
1.485 
English language proficiency (Low)         
Medium level 
 
.508* 
(.232) 
1.662 .439** 
(.174) 
1.552  .929** 
(.321) 
2.531 .704** 
(.241) 
2.022 
     High level 
 
1.290*** 
(.271) 3.632 
.771*** 
(.224) 2.163 
 1.784*** 
(.348) 
5.952 1.211*** 
(.280) 
3.356 
Health (Poor/Fair)          
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.059 
(.372) 
1.061 -.088 
(.275) 
.916  -.311 
(.415) 
.733 .133 
(.347) 
1.142 
Social Capital          
Strong-tie based social capital          
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)        
Yes 
 
-.152 
(.167) 
.859 .011 
(.143) 
1.011  -.213 
(.165) 
.808 .053 
(.166) 
1.055 
US-born spouse (No)          
     Yes 
 
.043 
(.273) 
1.044 .117 
(.247) 
1.125  -.324 
(.277) 
.724 .005 
(.258) 
1.005 
Weak-tie based social capital          
Social group membership (No)          
Yes 
 
.380* 
(.168) 
1.463 .063 
(.165) 
1.065  .257 
(.208) 
1.293 -.029 
(.227) 
.971 
Religious group membership (No)         
     Yes 
 
.027 
(.188) 
1.028 .270 
(.171) 
1.311  .180 
(.204) 
1.197 .127 
(.203) 
1.135 
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Table 6. (Continued)         
 Male (N=2683)  Female (N=1839) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Religious participation (Never)          
1-23 
 
-.075 
(.163) 
.928 -.287* 
(.142) 
.751  -.001 
(.203) 
.999 -.114 
(.185) 
.892 
23< 
 
.210 
(.254) 
1.234 -.520* 
(.239) 
.594  -.203 
(.287) 
.816 -.162 
(.257) 
.851 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)        
      50% and more are from my 
country 
-.062 
(.233) 
.940 -.147 
(.210) 
.863  -.053 
(.270) 
.949 .131 
(.234) 
1.140 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)        
     50% and more are natives 
 
.070 
(.204) 
1.072 .079 
(.160) 
1.082  .044 
(.184) 
1.045 .137 
(.281) 
1.147 
Individual Characteristics          
Race/Ethnicity (White)          
Asian  
 
.067 
(.341) 1.070 
.059 
(.352) 1.061 
 -.042 
(.488) 
.959 -.411 
(.454) 
.663 
Hispanic 
 
-.308 
(.429) .735 
-.110 
(.397) .896 
 -1.372** 
(.509) 
.254 -.635 
(.472) 
.530 
Black  
 
-.627 
(.443) .534 
.024 
(.424) 1.024 
 -.654 
(.542) 
.520 -1.239* 
(.562) 
.290 
Age 
 
.044 
(.028) 1.045 
.035 
(.024) 1.035 
 .000 
(.030) 
1.000 .001 
(.029) 
1.001 
Region of birth (Africa)          
 Western Europe/Oceania 
 /North America 
.159 
(.517) 
1.172 -.022 
(.534) 
.979  .473 
(.648) 
1.605 .028 
(.657) 
1.029 
 Eastern Europe 
 /Former USSR/Central Asia 
.294 
(.472) 
1.342 .059 
(.471) 
1.061  -.052 
(.592) 
.949 -.938 
(.605) 
.391 
Latin America 
/The Caribbean 
-.041 
(.416) 
.959 .275 
(.346) 
1.317  .432 
(.471) 
1.540 -.035 
(.489) 
.965 
Mexico 
 
-.181 
(.520) 
.835 .428 
(.432) 
1.535  1.202* 
(.615) 
3.327 -.169 
(.580) 
.845 
Asia 
 
-.054 
(.524) 
.948 .155 
(.522) 
1.167  -.244 
(.684) 
.784 -.216 
(.669) 
.805 
India/Middle East 
/North Africa 
.034 
(.480) 
1.034 .202 
(.469) 
1.224  -.188 
(.655) 
.828 -.296 
(.649) 
.744 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.027 
(.029) 
.973 -.024 
(.025) 
.976  -.014 
(.031) 
.986 -.023 
(.030) 
.977 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)         
Before 2002 
 
-1.285*** 
(.304) 
.277 -.043 
(.307) 
.958  .005 
(.314) 
1.005 -.148 
(.326) 
.863 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)          
4-10yrs 
 
-.252 
(.278) 
.777 .063 
(.289) 
1.065  .350 
(.331) 
1.420 .462 
(.325) 
1.588 
11yrs and more 
 
-.908* 
(.445) 
.403 -.107 
(.416) 
.898  .400 
(.517) 
1.491 -.013 
(.518) 
.987 
Class of admission (Employment preference)         
Family preference 
 
-1.501*** 
(.216) 
.223 -.145 
(.224) 
.865  -1.723*** 
(.240) 
.179 .178 
(.266) 
1.195 
Refugee 
 
-2.249*** 
(.289) 
.106 -.269 
(.274) 
.764  -1.483*** 
(.345) 
.227 .245 
(.355) 
1.278 
Diversity/Other 
 
-1.890*** 
(.212) 
.151 -.290 
(.221) 
.748  -2.385*** 
(.268) 
.092 -.187 
(.280) 
.829 
        (Continued) 
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis. 
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Table 7.1 and table 7.2 present variations of immigrant occupational status by 
race/ethnicity. All ethnic groups of immigrants with more years of foreign education were more 
likely to have high occupational status rather than low occupational status (Asian: OR=1.31, p ≤ 
.001; Hispanic: OR=1.34, p ≤ .001; Black: OR=1.16, p ≤ .05; White: OR=1.19, p ≤ .001). 
However, years of foreign education increased the odds of having middle occupational status of 
Asian (OR=1.17, p ≤ .001) and Hispanic immigrants (OR=1.12, p ≤ .001). Having foreign work 
experience was negatively related to only high occupational status of White immigrants 
(OR=0.50, p ≤ .05). Middle occupational status in the foreign job was only related to White 
middle occupational status (OR=2.72, p ≤ .001) versus low occupational status, while high 
occupational status in the foreign job was associated with Asian high occupational status 
(OR=2.48, p ≤ .01) and White high (OR=3.68, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status 
Table 6. (Continued)         
 Male (N=2683)  Female (N=1839) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Interview with only English (No)         
Yes 
 
 -.284 
 (.184) 
.753 -.075 
(.158) 
.928  -.145 
(.219) 
.865 -.118 
(.198) 
.888 
Family Characteristics          
Household size (4 and fewer)          
5 and more 
 
 -.381* 
 (.188) 
.683 -.054 
(.159) 
.947  -.357 
(.245) 
.699 -.053 
(.199) 
.948 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)         
Never married 
 
 -.341 
 (.217) 
.711 -.141 
(.191) 
.868  .279 
(.230) 
1.322 .149 
(.223) 
1.161 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
  -.345 
  (.385) 
.708 .182 
(.302) 
1.199  .527† 
(.316) 
1.694 .161 
(.309) 
1.175 
Children under 6 in the household (No)         
Yes 
 
.143 
(.167) 
1.153 
 
-.074 
(.160) .929 
 .286 
(.207) 
1.332 .177 
(.198) 
1.194 
Bank account (No)        
Yes 
 
.082 
(.186) 
1.085 -.135 
(.141) 
.874  .464* 
(.206) 
1.590 .340 
(.218) 
1.405 
Model information          
Intercept -3.429*** (.871) 
 -3.183*** 
(.772) 
  -4.108*** 
(1.012) 
 -2.483** 
(.926) 
 
-2 log likelihood 3205.888  2232.642 
χ2 (df ) 2063.468*** (84)  1168.304*** (84) 
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(OR=2.39, p ≤ .01). Years of U.S. education increased the odds of Asian high occupational status 
(OR=1.52, p ≤ .001), Hispanic high (OR=1.35, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status 
(OR=1.14, p ≤ .001), Black high (OR=1.65, p ≤ .001) and middle occupational status (OR=1.34, 
p ≤ .01), and White high occupational status (OR=1.144, p ≤ .001). Although having work 
experience in the U.S. has marginal relations to high occupational status of Asian and White 
immigrants, it was significantly related to Hispanic high occupational status (OR=0.52, p ≤ .01). 
As expected, occupational status of the U.S. first job showed significant associations with current 
occupational status across all racial/ethnic groups. Black and White immigrants who had middle 
occupational status in their U.S. first jobs were 13.38 times and 3.1 times more likely in high 
occupational status respectively. Previous middle occupational status was related to current 
middle occupational status in all racial/ethnic groups (Asian: OR=5.32, p ≤ .01; Hispanic: 
OR=2.59, p ≤ .01; Black: OR=5.97, p ≤ .01; White: OR=2.61, p ≤ .10). Similarly, high 
occupational status of the U.S. first job was significantly related to current high occupational 
status of all racial/ethnic groups (Asian: OR=5.28, p ≤ .001; Hispanic: OR=6.36, p ≤ .001; Black: 
OR=5.32, p ≤ .05; White: OR=6.45, p ≤ .001) showing a very strong relation in a White 
immigrants group. In addition, it was associated with Asian middle occupational status 
(OR=4.07, p ≤ .01) versus low occupational status. English skills were not significantly related to 
Black immigrant occupational status, while strongly related to Asian occupational status. Asian 
immigrants who had medium English level were more likely to be in high (OR=1.99, p ≤ .05) 
and middle occupational status (OR=1.90, p ≤ .05) rather than low occupational status. Hispanic 
medium English skill was positively related to middle occupational status (OR=1.75, p ≤ .05), 
while White medium English skill was strongly associated with high occupational status 
(OR=4.635, p ≤ .001). In Asian and Hispanic immigrant groups, high level of English was very 
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strongly related to high occupational (Asian: OR=4.49, p ≤ .001; Hispanic: OR=3.45, p ≤ .001) 
and middle occupational status (Asian: OR=3.57, p ≤ .001; Hispanic: OR=2.46, p ≤ .01). 
Surprisingly, White immigrants with high English level were 17.04 times more likely to have 
high occupational status, but they were marginally more likely to have middle occupational 
status versus low occupational status (OR=2.07, p ≤ .10).     
Regarding support from strong-tie based social capital, Asian immigrants who received 
support at least once from family/relatives/friends were about 45% less likely to have high 
occupational status (OR=0.57, p ≤ .01). In contrast, despite a marginal relation, Black 
immigrants who had supports from family/relatives/friends were around 80% more likely to have 
high occupational status (OR=1.81, p ≤ .10) versus low occupational status. Having U.S.-born 
spouses and social group membership were significantly related with only White immigrant 
occupational status. White immigrants with U.S. native spouses were less likely to be in high 
(OR=0.3, p ≤ .01) and middle occupational status (OR=0.47, p ≤ .05). White immigrants who 
were members in social groups were more than 2 times likely to have high occupational status 
(OR=2.32, p ≤ .01) versus low occupational status. While Black immigrants who were religious 
group members had a marginal negative relation with high occupational status (OR=0.47, p ≤ 
.10), their White counterparts were about 2 times more likely to have middle occupational status 
(OR=2.07, p ≤ .01) rather than low occupational status. Participating more than 23 times in 
religious groups was positively related to Black immigrant high occupational status (OR=3.57, p 
≤ .01), but negatively related to White immigrant middle occupational status (OR=0.39, p ≤ .01) 
versus low occupational status.  
In control variables, gender, class of admission, interview language, and household size 
were significantly associated with Asian immigrant high occupational status. For Hispanic 
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immigrants, gender and class of admission showed significant relationships with their 
occupational status. In the Black immigrant group, being male, older age, and having bank 
accounts increased the odds of having high and middle occupational status versus low 
occupational status. However, having no employment preference visa admission and using only 
English during interviews were negatively associated with their high and middle occupational 
status. White immigrants who were male and having young children in the household were more 
likely to have high occupational status, but those who entered in the U.S. before 2001 and did not 
have employment preference visa class were less likely to be in high occupational status.  
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Table 7.1. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model of Occupational Status on Human Capital and 
Social Capital and Control Variables by Race/Ethnicity: Asian and Hispanic 
 
 
 
 
 
 Asian (N=1405)  Hispanic (N=1456) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital          
Foreign-earned human capital          
Years of foreign education 
 
.271*** 
(.038) 
1.311 .155*** 
(.038) 
1.168  .289*** 
(.035) 
1.335 .116*** 
(.026) 
1.123 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)        
     Yes 
 
-.344 
(.299) 
.709 .003 
(.289) 
1.003  .302 
(.287) 
1.352 -.089 
(.208) 
.915 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
-.022 
(.374) 
.978 -.035 
(.351) 
.966  -.273 
(.365) 
.761 .432 
(.278) 
1.540 
     High status 
 
.906** 
(.286) 
2.475 -.089 
(.304) 
.914  -.186 
(.400) 
.831 .407 
(.338) 
1.502 
Host-country human capital          
Years of U.S. education  
 
.419*** 
(.064) 
1.520 .092 
(.077) 
1.096  .302*** 
(.048) 
1.353 .128*** 
(.037) 
1.137 
U.S. Work experience  (No)          
Yes 
 
-.566† 
(.329) 
.568 -.558 
(.351) 
.572  -.647** 
(.257) 
.524 -.064 
(.190) 
.938 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
-.076 
(.571) 
.927 1.671** 
(.538) 
5.316  .676 
(.502) 
1.966 .951** 
(.348) 
2.589 
     High status 
 
1.664*** 
(.481) 
5.282 1.404** 
(.564) 
4.070  1.850*** 
(.477) 
6.358 .157 
(.568) 
1.170 
English language proficiency (Low)         
Medium level 
 
.688* 
(.342) 
1.989 .642* 
(.307) 
1.900  .253 
(.316) 
1.288 .560** 
(.215) 
1.751 
     High level 
 
1.502*** 
(.374) 
4.492 1.273*** 
(.357) 
3.571  1.239*** 
(.375) 
3.452 .898** 
(.287) 
2.456 
Health (Poor/Fair)          
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.084 
(.544) 
1.088 .690 
(.659) 
1.994  -.394 
(.431) 
.675 .084 
(.299) 
1.088 
Social Capital          
Strong-tie based social capital         
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)        
Yes 
 
-.568** 
(.198) 
.567 -.017 
(.218) 
.983  .165 
(.286) 
1.179 -.102 
(.197) 
.903 
US-born spouse (No)          
     Yes 
 
.225 
(.492) 
1.253 .613 
(.516) 
1.846  .356 
(.336) 
1.428 .164 
(.255) 
1.178 
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Table 7.1. (Continued)         
 Asian (N=1405)  Hispanic (N=1456) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Weak-tie based social capital          
Social group membership (No)         
Yes 
 
-.053 
(.230) 
.949 -.208 
(.266) 
.812  .282 
(.283) 
1.326 -.049 
(.241) 
.953 
Religious group membership (No)         
     Yes 
 
.346 
(.253) 
1.414 .423 
(.295) 
1.526  .023 
(.265) 
1.023 .071 
(.207) 
1.073 
Religious participation (Never)         
1-23 
 
-.094 
(.249) 
.910 -.450† 
(.260) 
.638  .101 
(.270) 
1.106 -.153 
(.184) 
.858 
23< 
 
-.389 
(.329) 
.678 -.717† 
(.402) 
.488  .525 
(.393) 
1.691 -.023 
(.276) 
.977 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
     50% and more are from 
my country 
.136 
(.260) 
1.145 .257 
(.338) 
1.293  .135 
(.341) 
1.145 .079 
(.253) 
1.082 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
     50% and more are natives 
 
-.013 
(.296) 
.987 .043 
(.254) 
1.044  .146 
(.274) 
1.158 .102 
(.200) 
1.107 
Individual Characteristics          
Gender          
Male  
 
.678*** 
(.208) 
1.971 .080 
(.220) 
1.084  .636** 
(.235) 
1.888 .404* 
(.172) 
1.498 
Age 
 
.039 
(.058) 
1.039 .051 
(.062) 
1.052  .024 
(.032) 
1.025 .016 
(.024) 
1.016 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.041 
(.057) 
.960 -.045 
(.062) 
.956  -.007 
(.033) 
.993 -.027 
(.025) 
.973 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)        
Before 2002 
 
-.196 
(.423) 
.822 .435 
(.558) 
1.545  -.186 
(.501) 
.830 -.234 
(.394) 
.791 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)         
4-10yrs 
 
.298 
(.484) 
1.348 .807 
(.675) 
2.241  .316 
(.498) 
1.372 -.098 
(.365) 
.907 
11yrs and more 
 
-.424 
(.843) 
.655 .537 
(1.084) 
1.711  .186 
(.667) 
1.205 -.340 
(.485) 
.712 
Class of admission (Employment preference)        
Family preference 
 
-2.121*** 
(.270) 
.120 .049 
(.287) 
1.050  -.699* 
(.317) 
.497 .036 
(.303) 
1.036 
Refugee 
 
-2.991*** 
(.717) 
.050 .327 
(.481) 
1.387  -1.150* 
(.507) 
.317 .232 
(.415) 
1.261 
Diversity/Other 
 
-2.117*** 
(.301) 
.120 .396 
(.313) 
1.485  -1.399*** 
(.327) 
.247 -.096 
(.298) 
.908 
Interview with only English (No)         
Yes 
 
-.530* 
(.263) 
.589 .064 
(.260) 
1.066  -.085 
(.243) 
.919 .244 
(.194) 
1.276 
        (Continued)  
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis. 
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
  
Table 7.1. (Continued)         
 Asian (N=1405)  Hispanic (N=1456) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Family Characteristics          
Household size (4 and fewer)          
5 and more 
 
-.684** 
(.251) 
.505 -.197 
(.239) 
.821  -.315 
(.258) 
.730 .090 
(.184) 
1.094 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)         
Never married 
 
-.130 
(.277) 
.878 -.091 
(.310) 
.913  -.169 
(.337) 
.844 -.190 
(.237) 
.827 
Separated/Divorced/ 
Widowed 
.152 
(.547) 
1.165 -.210 
(.563) 
.810  .324 
(.421) 
1.382 -.224 
(.358) 
.799 
Children under 6 in the household (No)        
Yes 
 
.124 
(.245) 
1.132 .144 
(.266) 
1.155  .124 
(.251) 
1.132 .039 
(.192) 
1.040 
Bank account (No)        
Yes 
 
.235 
(.246) 
1.265 -.003 
(.251) 
.997  .027 
(.261) 
1.028 -.087 
(.199) 
.917 
Model information          
Intercept -4.550*** (1.147) 
 -6.284*** 
(1.290) 
  -6.534*** 
(1.055) 
 -3.555*** 
(.795) 
 
-2 log likelihood 1489.034  1726.41 
χ2 (df ) 1176.63*** (68)  433.767*** (68) 
 
!
! 110 
Table 7.2. Multinomial Logistic Regression Model of Occupational Status on Human Capital and 
Social Capital and Control Variables by Race/Ethnicity: Black and White 
 
 
 
 
 
 Black (N=475)  White (N=1186) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital          
Foreign-earned human capital         
Years of foreign education 
 
.145* 
(.066) 
1.156 .003 
(.049) 
1.003  .173*** 
(.038) 
1.188 .021 
(.037) 
1.022 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)        
     Yes 
 
.033 
(.483) 
1.034 .041 
(.387) 
1.042  -.685* 
(.282) 
.504 -.462 
(.293) 
.630 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
.239 
(.548) 
1.270 .211 
(.439) 
1.235  .094 
(.330) 
1.099 .999*** 
(.300) 
2.715 
     High status 
 
-.371 
(.535) 
.690 -.148 
(.443) 
.862  1.302*** 
(.288) 
3.675 .871** 
(.299) 
2.390 
Host-country human capital          
Years of U.S. education  
 
.499*** 
(.111) 
1.647 .290** 
(.103) 
1.337  .364*** 
(.073) 
1.440 .127 
(.080) 
1.135 
U.S. Work experience  (No)          
Yes 
 
-.607 
(.450) 
.545 .259 
(.394) 
1.296  -.454† 
(.269) 
.635 -.186 
(.268) 
.830 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
2.593*** 
(.744) 
13.376 1.786** 
(.665) 
5.965  1.130* 
(.498) 
3.096 .960† 
(.529) 
2.613 
     High status 
 
1.671* 
(.786) 
5.320 -.196 
(.963) 
.822  1.864*** 
(.476) 
6.447 .970† 
(.527) 
2.638 
English language proficiency (Low)         
Medium level 
 
.136 
(.935) 
1.145 .291 
(.594) 
1.338  1.534*** 
(.416) 
4.635 .299 
(.298) 
1.349 
     High level 
 
.005 
(1.122) 
1.005 .160 
(.662) 
1.174  2.835*** 
(.496) 
17.038 .726† 
(.385) 
2.067 
Health (Poor/Fair)          
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
-.054 
(1.055) 
.947 -.540 
(.683) 
.583  .455 
(.640) 
1.576 -.224 
(.465) 
.799 
Social Capital          
Strong-tie based social capital         
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)        
Yes 
 
.591† 
(.358) 
1.806 -.035 
(.312) 
.966  -.083 
(.230) 
.920 .202 
(.209) 
1.224 
US-born spouse (No)          
     Yes 
 
.371 
(.663) 
1.449 .646 
(.604) 
1.908  -1.206** 
(.398) 
.300 -.765* 
(.389) 
.465 
 
       (Continued) 
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Table 7.2. (Continued)         
 Black (N=475)  White (N=1186) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Weak-tie based social capital          
Social group membership (No)         
Yes 
 
.197 
(.390) 
1.218 .043 
(.343) 
1.044  .840** 
(.266) 
2.317 .294 
(.279) 
1.342 
Religious group membership (No)         
     Yes 
 
-.748† 
(.408) 
.473 .009 
(.330) 
1.010  .374 
(.312) 
1.453 .728* 
(.308) 
2.072 
Religious participation (Never)         
1-23 .507 (.470) 
1.661 .207 
(.370) 
1.230  -.152 
(.234) 
.859 -.221 
(.231) 
.801 
23< 1.271* (.615) 
3.566 -.066 
(.614) 
.936  -.463 
(.429) 
.630 -.938* 
(.416) 
.391 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
50% and more are from 
my country 
-.133 
(.494) 
.875 -.270 
(.525) 
.764  -.309 
(.297) 
.734 -.440 
(.303) 
.644 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
 50% and more are natives 
 
.259 
(.427) 
1.295 .181 
(.429) 
1.199  .082 
(.272) 
1.086 .084 
(.376) 
1.087 
Individual Characteristics          
Gender          
Male  
 
.262 
(.370) 
1.300 .678* 
(.333) 
1.970  .546** 
(.217) 
1.727 .177 
(.217) 
1.194 
Age 
 
.184* 
(.085) 
1.202 .077 
(.085) 
1.080  -.029 
(.039) 
.972 -.011 
(.043) 
.989 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.156† 
(.088) 
.855 -.080 
(.086) 
.924  .048 
(.040) 
1.049 .014 
(.045) 
1.014 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)        
Before 2002 
 
-.780 
(.797) 
.459 2.116† 
(1.096) 
8.297  -1.238*** 
(.384) 
.290 -.339 
(.407) 
.712 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)         
4-10yrs 
 
-.726 
(.717) 
.484 1.389 
(1.058) 
4.012  -.138 
(.351) 
.871 .198 
(.381) 
1.219 
11yrs and more 
 
-2.215† 
(1.297) 
.109 .491 
(1.487) 
1.634  .221 
(.602) 
1.247 .152 
(.685) 
1.164 
Class of admission (Employment preference)        
Family preference 
 
-1.668** 
(.659) 
.189 .490 
(.913) 
1.633  -1.891*** 
(.368) 
.151 -.239 
(.402) 
.787 
Refugee 
 
-2.003** 
(.685) 
.135 -.060 
(.924) 
.942  -2.059*** 
(.360) 
.128 -.576 
(.401) 
.562 
Diversity/Other 
 
-1.886** 
(.695) 
.152 -.206 
(.935) 
.814  -2.156*** 
(.324) 
.116 -.733† 
(.382) 
.480 
Interview with only English (No)         
Yes 
 
-1.064 
(.836) 
.345 -1.036* 
(.493) 
.355  .153 
(.301) 
1.165 -.255 
(.289) 
.775 
        (Continued) 
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Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis. 
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
Table 7.2. (Continued)          
 Black (N=475)  White (N=1186) 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
 High vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Middle vs Low 
Occupational 
Status 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Family Characteristics          
Household size (4 and fewer)          
5 and more 
 
-.104 
(.462) 
.901 -.354 
(.396) 
.702  -.501 
(.373) 
.606 -.231 
(.333) 
.794 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)         
Never married 
 
-.152 
(.481) 
.859 -.222 
(.379) 
.801  -.004 
(.299) 
.996 .108 
(.301) 
1.114 
Separated/Divorced/ 
Widowed 
-.182 
(.662) 
.833 .163 
(.548) 
1.177  .284 
(.420) 
1.328 .467 
(.407) 
1.594 
Children under 6 in the household (No)        
Yes 
 
-.155 
(.456) 
.857 -.417 
(.403) 
.659  .567* 
(.272) 
1.763 .064 
(.292) 
1.066 
Bank account (No)        
Yes 
 
1.090* 
(.534) 
2.974 .141 
(.315) 
1.151  .468† 
(.248) 
1.598 .453† 
(.261) 
1.572 
Model information          
Intercept -4.750* (2.115) 
 -4.015* 
(2.047) 
  -3.445** 
(1.222) 
 -.771 
(1.080) 
 
-2 log likelihood 620.857  1401.992 
χ2 (df ) 226.646*** (68)  939.203*** (68) 
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Relationship between Human Capital and Social Capital and Part-time/Full-time Status 
With samples of working immigrants, binary logistic regression models were estimated to 
address the fifth research question: What factors of human capital and social capital are related to 
part-time/full-time status among a nationally representative sample of immigrants in the United 
States, controlling for a series of individual and family characteristics?  
Results of the logistic regression analysis for the relationship between human capital and 
social capital and part-time/full-time status are presented in Table 8. The results for Model 1, 
which consisted of only the human capital variables controlling individual and family variables, 
indicate that occupational status in the foreign job, years of U.S. education, having work 
experience in the U.S. and health condition are statistically significantly related to part-time/full-
time status. Immigrants with experiences working with middle occupational status in the foreign 
job and had more years of U.S. education were less likely to be in full-time status than to be in 
part-time status. In contrast, working immigrants who had U.S. work experiences and better 
health conditions were more likely to be in full-time status versus part-time status. However, the 
social capital variables were not associated with part-time/full-time status in Model 2.  
Results for Model 3 indicate that all of the significant human capital variables in Model 1 
remain statistically significant. As indicated by the odds ratio, immigrants who worked with 
middle occupational status outside of the U.S. (OR=0.72, p ≤ .05) and had more years of U.S. 
education (OR=0.95, p ≤ .05) were less likely to be in full-time status versus part-time status. By 
contrast, immigrants with U.S. work experiences (OR=1.26, p ≤ .05) and having good or 
excellent health conditions (OR=1.51, p ≤ .01) were more likely to have full-time status rather 
than part-time status. In addition to these human capital variables which were also statistically 
significant in both Model 1 and 3, one social capital variable, support from strong-tie is now 
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marginally significant (OR=0.82, p ≤ .10). In other words, compared with immigrants without 
support from family/relatives/friends, immigrants with support from strong-tie based social 
capital were less likely to have full-time status. 
Among the individual and family characteristics, gender, class of admission, and marital 
status were statistically significantly related to immigrant part-time/full-time status. Male 
immigrants were more likely to have full-time status, but immigrants not having employment 
preference visa admission class and who never married were less likely to be in full-time status. 
Furthermore, immigrants who originally came from Western Europe/Oceania/North America, 
who stayed in the U.S. between 4 and 10 years and who had at least 1 bank accounts had the 
marginal likelihood of having full-time status.   
  
! 115 
Table 8. Binary Logistic Regression Model of Part-time/Full-time Status on Human Capital, 
Social Capital and Control Variables (N=4503) 
 Model 1   Model 2  Model 3  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital         
Foreign-earned human capital         
Years of foreign education 
 
.000 
(.013) 
1.000 
 
    .000 (.013) 
1.000 
 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)        
     Yes 
 
.090 
(.114) 
1.094 
 
    .093 (.115) 
1.097 
 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
-.334* 
(.143) 
.716 
 
    -.331* 
(.144) 
.718 
 
     High status 
 
.022 
(.142) 
1.022 
 
    .036 
(.143) 
1.037 
 
Host-country human capital         
Years of U.S. education  
 
-.048* 
(.022) 
.953 
 
    -.050* 
(.022) 
.951 
 
U.S. Work experience  (No)         
Yes 
 
.225* 
(.116) 
1.252 
 
    .233* 
(.117) 
1.263 
 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)        
     Middle status 
 
.257 
(.268) 
1.293 
 
    .255 
(.268) 
1.291 
 
     High status 
 
.287 
(.232) 
1.333 
 
    .277 
(.232) 
1.320 
 
English language proficiency (Low)        
Medium level 
 
-.124 
(.120) 
.883 
 
    -.111 
(.122) 
.895 
 
     High level 
 
.083 
(.159) 
1.087 
 
    .109 
(.167) 
1.115 
 
Health (Poor/Fair)         
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.414** 
(.165) 
1.513 
 
    .412** 
(.165) 
1.511 
 
Social Capital         
Strong-tie based social capital         
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)       
Yes 
   
 -.186 
(.114) 
.831 
 
 -.189† 
(.112) 
.828 
 
US-born spouse (No)         
     Yes 
   
 .073 
(.161) 
1.076 
 
 .085 
(.163) 
1.089 
 
Weak-tie based social capital         
Social group membership (No)         
Yes 
   
 -.098 
(.116) 
.907 
 
 -.110 
(.117) 
.896 
 
Religious group membership (No)        
     Yes 
 
   -.006 (.117) 
.994 
 
 .010 
(.118) 
1.010 
 
Religious participation (Never)         
1-23 
 
   -.032 (.102) 
.969 
 
 -.045 
(.103) 
.956 
 
23< 
 
   -.170 (.165) 
.844 
 
 -.187 
(.167) 
.829 
 
       (Continued) 
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Table 8. (Continued)        
 Model 1   Model 2  Model 3  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
 50% and more are from my country 
 
   .040 (.159) 
1.041 
 
 .057 
(.166) 
1.059 
 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)       
 50% and more are natives 
 
   .048 (.144) 
1.049 
 
 .034 
(.142) 
1.034 
 
Individual Characteristics         
Gender         
      Male 
 
1.060*** 
(.090) 
2.886 
 
 1.081*** 
(.089) 
2.949 
 
 1.056*** 
(.090) 
2.875 
 
Race/Ethnicity (White)         
Asian  
 
.290 
(.247) 
1.336 
 
 .310 
(.250) 
1.364 
 
 .273 
(.251) 
1.314 
 
Hispanic 
 
-.001 
(.281) 
.999 
 
 -.013 
(.279) 
.987 
 
 -.012 
(.280) 
.988 
 
Black  
 
-.370 
(.292) 
.691 
 
 -.381 
(.293) 
.683 
 
 -.387 
(.297) 
.679 
 
Age 
 
.022 
(.019) 
1.023 
 
 .021 
(.019) 
1.021 
 
 .022 
(.019) 
1.022 
 
Region of birth (Africa)         
 Western Europe/Oceania 
 /North America 
.695† 
(.374) 
2.003 
 
 .664† 
(.368) 
1.942 
 
 .669† 
(.374) 
1.952 
 
 Eastern Europe 
 /Former USSR/Central Asia 
.069 
(.322) 
1.072 
 
 .030 
(.319) 
1.031 
 
 .035 
(.324) 
1.035 
 
Latin America 
/The Caribbean 
.279 
(.242) 
1.322 
 
 .247 
(.240) 
1.280 
 
 .288 
(.243) 
1.334 
 
Mexico 
 
.091 
(.292) 
1.096 
 
 .012 
(.298) 
1.012 
 
 .081 
(.301) 
1.084 
 
Asia 
 
-.124 
(.363) 
.884 
 
 -.228 
(.359) 
.796 
 
 -.143 
(.365) 
.866 
 
India/Middle East 
/North Africa 
.033 
(.328) 
1.033 
 
 -.011 
(.331) 
.989 
 
 .019 
(.334) 
1.020 
 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.016 
(.019) 
.984 
 
 -.013 
(.019) 
.987 
 
 -.016 
(.019) 
.984 
 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)        
Before 2002 
 
.185 
(.174) 
1.203 
 
 .131 
(.172) 
1.140 
 
 .179 
(.175) 
1.197 
 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)         
4-10yrs 
 
.317† 
(.181) 
1.374 
 
 .351* 
(.179) 
1.421 
 
 .317† 
(.181) 
1.373 
 
11yrs and more 
 
.161 
(.306) 
1.174 
 
 .162 
(.301) 
1.176 
 
 .153 
(.307) 
1.165 
 
Class of admission (Employment preference)        
Family preference 
 
-1.132*** 
(.157) 
.322 
 
 -1.198*** 
(.158) 
.302 
 
 -1.119*** 
(.163) 
.327 
 
Refugee 
 
-.529* 
(.221) 
.589 
 
 -.629** 
(.217) 
.533 
 
 -.536* 
(.223) 
.585 
 
Diversity/Other 
 
-.998*** 
(.164) 
.368 
 
 -1.093*** 
(.163) 
.335 
 
 -1.010*** 
(.165) 
.364 
 
Interview with only English (No)        
Yes 
 
-.039 
(.111) 
.962 
 
 -.079 
(.106) 
.924 
 
 -.056 
(.114) 
.946 
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Table 8. (Continued)        
 Model 1   Model 2  Model 3  
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Family Characteristics         
Household size (4 and fewer)         
5 and more 
 
-.065 
(.105) 
.937 
 
 -.087 
(.104) 
.917 
 
 -.068 
(.105) 
.934 
 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)        
Never married 
 
-.299** 
(.113) 
.741 
 
 -.368** 
(.118) 
.692 
 
 -.335** 
(.120) 
.715 
 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
.015 
(.183) 
1.015 
 
 -.020 
(.184) 
.980 
 
 -.012 
(.185) 
.988 
 
Children under 6 in the household (No)        
Yes 
 
.106 
(.108) 
1.112 
 
 .121 
(.108) 
1.129 
 
 .106 
(.109) 
1.111 
 
Bank account (No)       
Yes 
 
.194† 
(.106) 
1.214 
 
 .221* 
(.107) 
1.247 
 
 .198† 
(.107) 
1.218 
 
Model information         
Intercept .745 (.487)  
 1.338** 
(.425)  
 .818 
(.511)  
-2 log likelihood 3574.1308  3594.223  3562.384 
χ2 (df ) 449.6486*** (35)  429.557*** (32)  461.395*** (43) 
Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis. 
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Part-time/Full-time Status of Immigrants 
Binary logistic regression models for sub-groups were estimated to address the last 
research question:  Do the relationships of human capital and social capital with part-time/full-
time status of immigrants vary by gender or race/ethnicity? Results indicate that relations 
between human capital and social capital, and part-time/full-time status varied by gender and 
race/ethnicity.  
Table 9 shows the results of the binomial logistic regression models estimated separately 
for male and female immigrants. Working male immigrants having more years of U.S. education 
were less likely to (OR=0.91, p ≤ .01), but those with better health conditions were more likely 
to have full-time status (OR=1.73, p ≤ .05) versus part-time status. In addition, there was a 
marginally significant relationship between previous occupational status of the U.S. first job and 
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part-time/full-time status. Unlike male immigrants, female immigrants who had work experience 
in the U.S. were more likely to have full-time status (OR=1.43, p ≤ .05), while foreign 
occupational status showed a marginal relation with part-time/full-time status. However, no 
variable in social capital was significant in both male and female models.  
As expected, for both female and male groups, a class of admission variable was 
significantly related to their part-time/full-time status. Male immigrants who has larger 
household sizes and who never married were less likely to be in full-time status, while those who 
were born in Western Europe/Oceania/North America and who had young children were 
marginally more likely to have full-time status. Female immigrants showed only one additional 
significant control variable (i.e., entering year into the U.S.). 
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Table 9. Binary Logistic Regression Model of Part-time/Full-time Status on Human Capital, 
Social Capital and Control Variables by Gender 
 Male (N=2674)  Female (N=1829) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital      
Foreign-earned human capital      
Years of foreign education 
 
-.018 
(.019) 
.982  .015 
(.017) 
1.015 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)     
     Yes 
 
.108 
(.183) 
1.114  .067 
(.153) 
1.069 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)     
     Middle status 
 
-.337 
(.221) 
.714  -.317† 
(.194) 
.729 
     High status 
 
-.117 
(.218) 
.889  .126 
(.194) 
1.134 
Host-country human capital      
Years of U.S. education  
 
-.091** 
(.033) 
.913  -.028 
(.029) 
.972 
U.S. Work experience  (No)      
Yes 
 
.080 
(.190) 
1.083  .354* 
(.150) 
1.425 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)     
     Middle status 
 
-.253 
(.368) 
.776  .465 
(.380) 
1.593 
     High status 
 
.679† 
(.416) 
1.973  -.017 
(.287) 
.983 
English language proficiency (Low)     
Medium level 
 
-.249 
(.193) 
.779  -.071 
(.166) 
.931 
     High level 
 
-.036 
(.255) 
.965  .171 
(.223) 
1.187 
Health (Poor/Fair)      
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.550* 
(.283) 
1.734  .240 
(.207) 
1.272 
Social Capital      
Strong-tie based social capital      
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)    
Yes 
 
-.238 
(.157) 
.788  -.138 
(.139) 
.871 
US-born spouse (No)      
     Yes 
 
.160 
(.275) 
1.174  .082 
(.203) 
1.086 
Weak-tie based social capital      
Social group membership (No)      
Yes 
 
-.179 
(.170) 
.836  -.053 
(.165) 
.949 
Religious group membership (No)     
     Yes 
 
.051 
(.191) 
1.053  -.024 
(.148) 
.976 
Religious participation (Never)      
1-23 
 
-.114 
(.160) 
.893  -.007 
(.138) 
.993 
23< 
 
-.385 
(.244) 
.680  -.073 
(.205) 
.929 
    (Continued) 
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Table 9. (Continued)      
 Male (N=2674)  Female (N=1829) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)    
 50% and more are from my country 
 
-.071 
(.240) 
.931  .147 
(.170) 
1.158 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)    
 50% and more are natives 
 
-.220 
(.189) 
.802  .208 
(.182) 
1.231 
Individual Characteristics      
Race/Ethnicity (White)      
Asian  
 
.005 
(.380) 
1.005  .458 
(.355) 
1.582 
Hispanic 
 
-.109 
(.454) 
.897  .113 
(.373) 
1.119 
Black  
 
-.559 
(.445) 
.572  -.056 
(.414) 
.946 
Age 
 
.021 
(.032) 
1.021  .016 
(.024) 
1.016 
Region of birth (Africa)      
 Western Europe/Oceania 
 /North America 
1.220† 
(.649) 
3.388  .522 
(.509) 
1.686 
 Eastern Europe 
 /Former USSR/Central Asia 
-.061 
(.484) 
.941  .089 
(.459) 
1.093 
Latin America 
/The Caribbean 
.331 
(.358) 
1.392  .236 
(.351) 
1.266 
Mexico 
 
-.053 
(.457) 
.948  .122 
(.416) 
1.130 
Asia 
 
-.110 
(.548) 
.896  -.075 
(.524) 
.928 
India/Middle East 
/North Africa 
.043 
(.473) 
1.044  .017 
(.495) 
1.017 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.014 
(.032) 
.986  -.014 
(.024) 
.986 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)     
Before 2002 
 
-.328 
(.316) 
.721  .468* 
(.226) 
1.597 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)      
4-10yrs 
 
.233 
(.314) 
1.263  .348 
(.237) 
1.416 
11yrs and more 
 
-.024 
(.499) 
.976  .289 
(.385) 
1.335 
Class of admission (Employment preference)     
Family preference 
 
-1.281*** 
(.288) 
.278  -.863*** 
(.202) 
.422 
Refugee 
 
-1.113*** 
(.348) 
.329  -.046 
(.298) 
.955 
Diversity/Other 
 
-.967*** 
(.285) 
.380  -.903*** 
(.211) 
.405 
Interview with only English (No)     
Yes 
 
-.134 
(.175) 
.874  -.020 
(.152) 
.980 
Family Characteristics      
Household size (4 and fewer)      
5 and more 
 
-.346* 
(.166) 
.708  .147 
(.144) 
1.159 
    (Continued) 
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Table 9. (Continued)      
 Male (N=2674)  Female (N=1829) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)     
Never married 
 
-.839*** 
(.193) 
.432  .107 
(.163) 
1.113 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
-.224 
(.382) 
.799  .154 
(.214) 
1.167 
Children under 6 in the household (No)     
Yes 
 
.352† 
(.187) 
1.421  -.136 
(.140) 
.873 
Bank account (No)    
Yes 
 
.240 
(.163) 
1.271  .132 
(.148) 
1.141 
Model information      
Intercept 
3.083*** 
(.818) 
  .113 
(.678) 
 
-2 log likelihood 1519.415  1958.327 
χ2 (df ) 247.953*** (42)  117.713*** (42) 
Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis. 
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Table 10 shows the results of the logistic model estimated separately for Asian, Hispanic, 
Black and White immigrants. In the model estimated for the Asian immigrants, occupational 
status in the foreign job, and support from family/relatives/ friends were statistically significantly 
associated with part-time/full-time status. For the Hispanic group, however, English proficiency 
was related to their part-time/full-time status. Black and White groups had only marginal 
significant variables. 
Specifically, Asian and White immigrants who had middle occupational status in the 
foreign job were less likely to have full-time status (Asian: OR=0.52, p ≤ .05; White: OR=0.63, p 
≤ .10). Years of U.S. education marginally decreased the odds of having full-time status in model 
of the Hispanic immigrant group (OR=0.94, p ≤ .10). Asian and White immigrants with medium 
English level were about 35% less likely to have full-time status (Asian: OR=0.63, p ≤ .10; 
White: OR=0.63, p ≤ .10), while Hispanic immigrants who had medium English skills were more 
than 1.5 times as likely to be in full-time status (OR=1.56, p ≤ .05) and those who had high level 
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of English skills were marginally more likely to be in full-time status (OR=1.6, p ≤ .10) versus 
part-time status. Although it was marginal, Hispanic immigrants with better conditions were also 
more likely to have full-time status (OR=1.52, p ≤ .10). 
Among social capital variables, only support from family/relatives/ friends showed a 
significant relation to Asian part-time/full-time status. Asian working immigrants who received 
support from strong-tie based social capital were more than 50% less likely to be employed in 
full-time status (OR=0.48, p ≤ .001). Having experiences of members in social groups was 
negatively related to full-time status of only Black immigrants (OR=0.58, p ≤ .10). Number of 
religious participation was marginally associated with Hispanic and White immigrant part-
time/full-time status. While Hispanic immigrants who participated up to 23 times in religious 
meetings were less likely to be employed in full-time status (OR=1.52, p ≤ .10), White 
counterparts were more likely to be in full-time status (OR=1.47, p ≤ .10). Participating in 
religious meetings including same ethnics more than 50% was positively related to be in full-time 
status (OR=1.34, p ≤ .10) rather than part-time status in only Hispanic model. 
Male immigrants across the all racial/ethnic groups were more likely to be employed as 
full-time workers. Entering years into the U.S. was associated with only Asian immigrant part-
time/full-time status. More years in the U.S. was negatively related to Black immigrant full-time 
status, but it was positively related to Asian immigrant full-time status. Interestingly, class of 
visa admission was not related to part-time/full-time status only among Hispanics. Regarding 
marital status, only Asian never married immigrants were less likely to be in full-time status, 
although the coefficient is only marginally significant. Having bank accounts were positively 
related to full-time status in only Black model.    
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Table 10. Binary Logistic Regression Model of Part-time /Full-time Status on Human Capital, 
Social Capital and Control Variables by Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
 
 Asian (N=1390)   Hispanic (N=1453)  Black (N=477)  White (N=1183) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Human Capital            
Foreign-earned human capital            
Years of foreign education 
 
-.022 
(.032) 
.978  .030 
(.022) 
1.031  .042 
(.041) 
1.043  -.012 
(.022) 
.988 
Work experience in foreign countries (No)           
     Yes 
 
.214 
(.275) 
1.239  -.047 
(.183) 
.954  .387 
(.341) 
1.473  .205 
(.241) 
1.228 
Occupational status in the foreign job (No/Low)           
     Middle status 
 
-.659* 
(.323) 
.518  -.209 
(.263) 
.811  .030 
(.398) 
1.030  -.469† 
(.272) 
.626 
     High status 
 
-.088 
(.293) 
.915  -.273 
(.330) 
.761  .307 
(.397) 
1.360  -.040 
(.252) 
.960 
Host-country human capital            
Years of U.S. education  
 
-.068 
(.054) 
.935  -.067† 
(.035) 
.935  -.026 
(.075) 
.975  .020 
(.062) 
1.021 
U.S. Work experience  (No)            
Yes 
 
.194 
(.310) 
1.214  .248 
(.171) 
1.281  .221 
(.371) 
1.247  .156 
(.257) 
1.168 
Occupational status of the U.S. first job (No/Low)           
     Middle status 
 
.422 
(.630) 
1.524  .442 
(.479) 
1.555  .249 
(.604) 
1.283  .150 
(.516) 
1.162 
     High status 
 
.759 
(.475) 
2.136  .045 
(.521) 
1.046  .791 
(.887) 
2.206  .002 
(.397) 
1.002 
English language proficiency (Low)           
Medium level 
 
-.469† 
(.284) 
.626  .446* 
(.204) 
1.563  -.637 
(.422) 
.529  -.459† 
(.272) 
.632 
     High level 
 
-.290 
(.338) 
.748  .470† 
(.286) 
1.599  -.418 
(.489) 
.658  .067 
(.401) 
1.069 
Health (Poor/Fair)            
     Good/Very good/Excellent 
 
.415 
(.455) 
1.515  .415† 
(.221) 
1.515  -.928 
(.733) 
.395  .515 
(.411) 
1.673 
Social Capital            
Strong-tie based social capital            
Support from family/relatives/friends (No)          
Yes 
 
-.726*** 
(.211) 
.484  -.171 
(.180) 
.843  .442 
(.275) 
1.556  .063 
(.205) 
1.065 
US-born spouse (No)            
     Yes 
 
.661 
(.410) 
1.936  -.247 
(.270) 
.781  .058 
(.547) 
1.059  .239 
(.332) 
1.270 
Weak-tie based social capital            
Social group membership (No)            
Yes 
 
-.195 
(.234) 
.823  .045 
(.232) 
1.046  -.554† 
(.294) 
.575  .003 
(.239) 
1.003 
Religious group membership (No)           
     Yes 
 
-.124 
(.263) 
.883  .245 
(.187) 
1.278  -.120 
(.286) 
.887  -.297 
(.265) 
.743 
Religious participation (Never)            
1-23 
 
.196 
(.230) 
1.217  -.302† 
(.179) 
.739  -.491 
(.347) 
.612  .388† 
(.208) 
1.474 
23< 
 
-.213 
(.363) 
.808  -.355 
(.260) 
.701  -.030 
(.594) 
.970  -.053 
(.325) 
.949 
          (Continued) 
!
! 124 
 
Note: Reference categories are in parenthesis.   
† p ≤ .10; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
Table 10. (Continued)           
 Asian (N=1390)   Hispanic (N=1453)  Black (N=477)  White (N=1183) 
Variables 
Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
 Coeff. 
(S.E.) 
Odds 
Ratio 
Ethnic-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)          
50% and more are from  
my country 
-.136 
(.345) 
.873  .296† 
(.162) 
1.344  .024 
(.374) 
1.024  -.097 
(.257) 
.907 
Native-tie in the religious meeting (less than 50%)          
50% and more are natives 
 
.303 
(.217) 
1.354  .056 
(.280) 
1.057  -.177 
(.426) 
.838  -.153 
(.330) 
.858 
Individual Characteristics            
Gender (Female)            
Male 
 
.976*** 
(.196) 
2.655  1.225*** 
(.159) 
3.404  .760** 
(.261) 
2.138  1.348*** 
(.186) 
3.849 
Age 
 
.040 
(.058) 
1.041  .031 
(.025) 
1.032  .087 
(.083) 
1.091  -.017 
(.038) 
.984 
Age at arrival in the U.S. 
 
-.035 
(.057) 
.966  -.016 
(.025) 
.984  -.110 
(.085) 
.896  .023 
(.039) 
1.023 
Entering year into the U.S. (2002 and after)           
Before 2002 
 
.984** 
(.362) 
2.676  .089 
(.334) 
1.093  -.815 
(.743) 
.443  -.244 
(.341) 
.783 
Years in the U.S. (3yrs and less)            
4-10yrs 
 
.786* 
(.403) 
2.194  .146 
(.345) 
1.157  -.834 
(.768) 
.434  .126 
(.329) 
1.134 
11yrs and more 
 
.248 
 (.813) 
1.281  -.013 
(.462) 
.987  -2.019† 
(1.228) 
.133  .420 
(.621) 
1.522 
Class of admission (Employment preference)           
Family preference 
 
-1.332*** 
(.274) 
.264  -.158 
(.298) 
.854  -2.385* 
(1.111) 
.092  -1.382*** 
(.368) 
.251 
Refugee 
 
-.838 
(.541) 
.433  .456 
(.477) 
1.577  -1.691 
(1.126) 
.184  -.899** 
(.402) 
.407 
Diversity/Other 
 
-1.599*** 
(.286) 
.202  .288 
(.297) 
1.334  -2.519* 
(1.119) 
.081  -1.173*** 
(.357) 
.310 
Interview with only English (No)           
Yes 
 
-.118 
(.240) 
.889  -.051 
(.185) 
.951  -.071 
(.368) 
.931  -.296 
(.252) 
.744 
Family Characteristics            
Household size (4 and fewer)            
5 and more 
 
-.183 
(.235) 
.833  .018 
(.168) 
1.018  -.193 
(.304) 
.824  -.071 
(.266) 
.931 
Marital status (Married/Cohabiting)           
Never married 
 
-.456† 
(.263) 
.634  -.338 
(.209) 
.713  -.348 
(.301) 
.706  -.244 
(.258) 
.784 
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
 
.752 
(.645) 
2.122  -.051 
(.279) 
.950  .367 
(.550) 
1.443  -.329 
(.350) 
.720 
Children under 6 in the household (No)           
Yes 
 
-.044 
(.230) 
.957  .176 
(.178) 
1.192  -.043 
(.303) 
.958  .023 
(.258) 
1.023 
Bank account (No)          
Yes 
 
.276 
(.216) 
1.318  .241 
(.180) 
1.273  .540* 
(.270) 
1.715  -.210 
(.226) 
.811 
Model information            
Intercept 
.993 
(.933)  
 -.512 
(.710)  
 4.801** 
(1.712)  
 1.770* 
(.894)  
-2 log likelihood 843.243  1240.371  457.204  872.682 
χ2 (df ) 193.426*** (34)  160.716*** (34)  72.004*** (34)  139.680*** (34) 
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Summary of Results 
 With regard to the first research question examining the association between human 
capital and social capital, and employment status of immigrants, findings indicated that 
immigrants who had previous working experiences abroad and in the U.S. were more likely to be 
employed by others and self-employed rather than be unemployed. In addition, immigrants who 
had higher occupational status in their foreign job were less likely to be employed by others than 
be unemployed. Interestingly, immigrants who had more years of U.S. education were less likely 
to be self-employed versus being unemployed. Immigrants who had high proficiency in the 
English language and good/excellent health conditions were more likely to be employed by 
others versus being unemployed. However, immigrants who had U.S.-born spouses were less 
likely to be employed versus being unemployed. All but two control variables, age at arrival in 
the U.S. and interview language, were significantly related to immigrant employment status. 
 For the second research question, I investigated whether relationships between human 
capital and social capital and immigrants’ employment status varied by gender and race/ethnicity. 
In gender subgroup analyses, findings indicated that both female and male immigrants who had 
foreign work experiences and good/excellent health were more likely to be employed, but those 
who had higher occupational status in their foreign job were less likely to be employed. 
Immigrant women who had experience working in the U.S. and high proficiency in English were 
more likely to be employed, but male immigrants who had more years of U.S. education were 
less likely to be employed. Female immigrants who had U.S.-born spouses were less likely to be 
employed. Regarding race/ethnicity differences, Asian immigrants with work experiences, high 
proficiency in English, and good/excellent health were more likely to be employed. Previous U.S. 
occupational status was positively related to White, but negatively related with Hispanic 
immigrants’ employment status. Having work experiences in the U.S. and foreign countries were 
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positively related to Hispanic immigrants’ employment status. Black immigrants with more years 
of U.S. education were less likely to be employed. For social capital, more ethnic-tie contacts 
were negatively associated with Asian immigrants’ employment status. Having U.S.-born 
spouses and social group memberships were negatively related to employment status for 
Hispanics and Blacks respectively.  
 The third research question investigated the effect of human capital and social capital on 
occupational status among working immigrants. Years of education both in the U.S. and foreign 
countries increased the odds of having higher occupational status. In addition, middle and high 
occupational status in the foreign job were positively related to current middle and high 
occupational status, respectively. Having work experience in the U.S. decreased the odds of 
having high occupational status. Working immigrants who had higher occupational status of the 
first job in the U.S. and higher English skills were more likely to have higher occupational status 
in their current job. None of the strong-tie based social capital variables were related to 
occupational status. Among weak-tie based social capital variables, social group membership 
was positively related to high occupational status, while the number of times participating in 
religious meetings was negatively associated with middle occupational status rather than low 
occupational status. As control variables, many of the individual and family characteristics were 
significantly related to immigrants’ high occupational status, but only being male showed a 
significant relation with middle occupational status versus low occupational status. 
 The fourth research question explored whether relationships between human capital and 
social capital variables and immigrants’ occupational status varied by gender and race/ethnicity. 
In gender subgroup analyses, I found that education and previous occupational status both abroad 
and in the U.S., and English skills were positively related to both male and female’s higher 
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occupational status. However, work experience in the U.S. was related to only male immigrants’ 
occupational status. Among social capital variables, social group membership increased, but 
religious participation numbers decreased the male immigrants’ occupational status. In 
racial/ethnic subgroup analyses, I found that years of education abroad and in the U.S., as well as 
previous U.S. occupational status were significant for all races/ethnicities. Having foreign work 
experience was negatively related to White, but having foreign occupational status was 
positively related to Asian and White immigrants’ higher occupational status. Having work 
experience in the U.S. was negatively associated with Hispanic, but English-language 
proficiency was positively associated with all groups’ higher occupational status, without 
significance in the Black immigrant group. For social capital, having support from 
family/relatives/friends and U.S.-born spouses were negatively related to Asian and White 
immigrants’ higher occupational status respectively. Social and religious group memberships 
were positively related to White immigrants’ occupational status. The number of times 
participating in religious meetings were positively related to Black, but negatively related to 
White immigrants’ occupational status.  
 For the fifth research question, the relationships between human capital and social capital 
variables and immigrants’ part-time/full-time status were investigated. Immigrants who had 
middle occupational status and more years of U.S. education were less likely to have full-time 
status rather than part-time status. Having work experience in the U.S. and having good/excellent 
health conditions were positively related to immigrants’ full-time status. In social capital, 
however, only receiving support from family/relatives/friends was marginally significant with 
immigrants’ full-time status. As control variables, gender, class of admission, and marital status 
were statistically significant for immigrants’ part-time/full-time status.  
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 Finally, this study explored whether relationships between human capital and social 
capital variables and immigrants’ part-time/full-time status varied by gender and race/ethnicity. 
Male immigrants who had more U.S. education were less likely to have full-time status, while 
those who had good/excellent health conditions were more likely to have full-time status. Having 
work experience in the U.S. was the only significant variable in the female model. However, 
none of the social capital variables were significant in both gender models. In racial/ethnic 
subgroup analyses, Asian immigrants who had middle occupational status in the foreign job and 
received support from family/relatives/friends were less likely to have full-time status. In 
addition, Hispanic immigrants who had medium English skills rather than low skills were more 
likely to have full-time status. Despite a few variables showing marginal relations, none of the 
human capital and social capital variables were significant in the Black and White models.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
This chapter presents and discusses of the main findings of the study and introduces 
implications for social work practice and social policy. I also discuss limitations of the study and 
provide suggestions for future research.  
Multivariate Results of Employment Status of Immigrants  
Effects of Human Capital and Social Capital on Employment Status  
 The first analysis examined whether the characteristics of human and social capital were 
related to immigrants’ employment status, controlling for individual and family characteristics. 
The results indicate that immigrants’ foreign and U.S. work experiences, occupational status in 
the foreign job, U.S. education, language and health, having U.S. native spouses were 
significantly associated with immigrants’ employment status.  
The results suggest that when immigrants had working experiences in foreign countries, 
they tend to be employed by others and self-employed rather than be unemployed, compared to 
immigrants who had no foreign work experiences. This finding seems to be inconsistent with 
previous studies which indicate that because immigrants’ work experience in foreign-countries 
may be not highly valued for U.S. employers (Stinchcombe, 1990), immigrants are generally 
expected to be less productive and less likely to be employed when they have work experiences 
only in foreign countries (Bevelander, 1999). Unlike previous studies, the current study does not 
compare which work experience (foreign countries versus the U.S.) is more important in 
immigrant employment status. Instead, this study compares the impact of having or not having 
foreign work experience on their employment versus unemployment. Thus, rather than having no 
foreign work experience, having foreign work experience might be still helpful to immigrants’ 
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employment. The result of having work experience in the U.S. is also positively related to 
immigrants’ employment by others and self-employment rather than unemployment which is 
consistent with research showing the lack of work experience in host-country can be barriers for 
those new immigrants finding employment (Sparks & Wolfson, 2001). These findings are also 
consistent with human capital theory, which purports that the acquisition of job experience and 
skills is positively related to employment and earnings (Becker, 1964, 1993; Schultz, 1963).   
In terms of occupational status, when compared to immigrants who held no job or had 
low occupational status in their foreign job, those who had middle and high occupational status 
in their foreign job were less likely to be employed by others rather than be unemployed. On one 
hand, it is reasonable to assume that immigrants who had high occupational status in the foreign 
job would have had high educational qualifications in the foreign country so they also would be 
likely to find their job in a high occupational status in the host-country. However, as past 
research has consistently reported, in the host-country, those who had high occupational status 
might face difficulties to have the same job status as in their home-country because immigrants’ 
education and working experiences in the foreign-country are often considered less valuable in 
the host-country (Friedberg, 2000; Nee & Sanders, 2001; Reitz, 2007). Consequently, they might 
need more time to find well-matched jobs with similar status to their previous occupational status. 
On the other hand, immigrants who had low occupational status in the foreign job might be low-
skilled and they are willing to take jobs even when the employment status is low (Waldinger & 
Feliciano, 2004; Waldinger, Lim, & Cort, 2007) due to a lack of economic support during the 
period of job searching. 
The findings of this study also suggest that immigrants who had more years of U.S. 
education may decrease the likelihood of immigrants’ self-employment when compared to being 
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unemployed. This finding seems to go in the same direction as earlier findings. Previous studies 
have found that foreign education, rather than host-country education, is positively related to 
immigrant self-employment. In particular, immigrants whose education has been made up 
entirely of foreign experiences are more likely to be self-employed compared to those who have 
had some, or all of their education in the host-country (Nee & Sanders, 2001; Sanders & Nee, 
1996).  
When immigrants had high English levels and good/excellent health conditions, they 
were more likely to be employed by others rather than be unemployed. The positive relationship 
between English skills and employment status is consistent with other studies showing that host-
country language skills and health are closely related to employment (Clausen, Heinesen, 
Hummelgaard, Husted, & Rosholm, 2009; Chiswick & Miller, 2003). In addition, health results 
also show consistency with previous studies indicating that good health conditions have a 
positive relation with employment (Beland et al., 2002), while poor health is related with 
unemployment (O’Campo et al., 2004). 
In addition, this study provides evidence that strong-tie based social capital is associated 
with immigrants’ employment status. Findings indicated that immigrants who had U.S.-born 
spouses are less likely to be employed by others rather than be unemployed is comparable to  
existing research indicating native-born spouses help immigrants improve language skills, have 
more knowledge of labor market conditions, and help during job searches (Meng & Gregory, 
2005). However, the result may be explained by another study arguing that same foreign-born 
spouses bring more useful information for immigrants with good employment matches rather 
than native spouse (Munshi, 2003). Another possible explanation is that if an immigrant has a 
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U.S.-born spouse, the spouse might have more possibilities to obtain stable employment statuses 
so that the immigrant might not need to have a job.  
However, weak-tie based social capital variables were not statistically significantly 
related to immigrants’ employment status. It could be because the sample of the current study 
consists of relatively new comers in the U.S., who might not have many chances to build weak-
tie based social capital. Taking a different perspective, the lack of relationship between weak-tie 
social capital and immigrants’ employment status could be explained because strong-tie based 
social capital is so important in immigrants’ employment (Garcia, 2005; Phillips & Massey, 
2000). In addition, the current finding contrasts with findings in previous studies that indicate 
there are significant relationships between weak-tie social capital and employment status (e.g., 
Chen, 2008; Zhou et al., 2002). One possible reason might be because the current study sample is 
different from samples in earlier research, which respectively examined only Southeast Asian 
refugees (e.g., Chen, 2008) or Taiwanese (e.g., Zhou et al., 2002) in the United States.  
Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Employment Status 
The results revealed that the relations between human capital and social capital and 
immigrants’ employment status varied by gender and race/ethnicity. Specifically, both female 
and male immigrants who had foreign work experiences and good/excellent health conditions 
were more likely to be employed rather than be unemployed. In a male immigrant group, having 
more years of U.S. education and a high occupational status in their foreign job are less likely to 
be employed. However, U.S. work experience, occupational status of the first job in the U.S., 
and English levels are related to only female immigrant employment status. These results 
underscore that human capital characteristics of female immigrants are more influential to their 
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employment than male immigrants’ human capital. Previous research also has shown that 
English skills are more important among Hispanic women when compared to male Hispanics in 
the labor market (e.g., Bean & Tienda, 1987). Among significant associations, male immigrants’ 
health condition showed the largest odds ratio (OR = 2.08). Male immigrants who had good/very 
good/excellent health conditions were over 2 times more likely to be employed than those who 
had fair/poor health conditions. Health may be important for male immigrants because men are 
more likely to have jobs, which require physical power compared to women. There were 
unexpected findings in education. Contrary to conventional wisdom and human capital theory, 
foreign education in this study was not associated with either female or male immigrants’ 
employment status. Furthermore, male immigrants’ U.S. education was negatively associated 
with them being employed. These findings could be explained by the fact that education and 
skills from their origin-country might be not transferred well to the host-country labor market or, 
education and skills could be under valued because many immigrants come from less developed 
countries (Friedberg, 2000; Zeng & Xie 2004). Furthermore, for female immigrants, even if they 
are well educated, they might not be in the job market because of cultural characteristics. For 
example, women in particular mothers need to take care of children and housework. Because of 
these complicated reasons, current study findings do not support human capital theory or 
previous findings.  
One social capital indicator predicts female, but not male, immigrants’ employment 
status; female immigrants who had U.S. native spouses were less likely to be employed. Past 
research has reported similar findings indicating that female immigrants who had foreign-born 
men work more than those who married to native-born spouses (Baker & Benjamin, 1997). 
However, this result is inconsistent with a previous research finding that the role of social capital 
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(i.e., using networks) in female immigrants’ job searching is weaker than in male immigrants’ 
job searching (Livingston, 2006). One possible explanation for this inconsistency is that the 
population in Livingston’s (2006) study consists of only Mexican immigrants. In addition, 
although the study also revealed the finding of the role of social capital, it measured whether 
immigrants used the help from relatives in searching their job, whereas current finding shows the 
role of native spouses. Due to the differences in measurement, the results could be different 
despite the same concept (the role of social capital). 
In the results of racial/ethnic variations, foreign work experience was more important for 
Asian and Hispanic immigrants’ employment than for Black and White immigrants’ employment. 
English skills and health conditions were positively related to Asian and White immigrant 
employment respectively. Surprisingly, Hispanic and Black immigrants’ U.S. human capital 
variables (occupational status of the U.S. first job and U.S. education respectively) were 
negatively associated with their employment. These findings highlight that human capital is less 
likely to be influential towards Black, but more likely to be associated with Asian immigrants’ 
employment. Additionally, only the model for Asian immigrants is consistent with the 
conventional wisdom suggesting that, because of the importance of language in employment for 
immigrants (Kossoudji, 1988), immigrants who do not speak the host-country language well 
have disadvantages in the host-country labor market (Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002). As reported in 
Table 1, among Black and White immigrants, more than 40% had high levels of English 
language proficiency. In contrast, Asian and Hispanic immigrants who reported high level of 
English skills were less than 20%. Thus, Asian and Hispanic immigrants might have big 
differences in their English skills; however, English skills matter for only Asian immigrants’ 
employment. It could be because Hispanic immigrants find jobs in which English skills are not 
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seriously required (e.g., manual labor or domestic service) (Catanzarite, 2000, 2002). 
Unexpectedly, both foreign and U.S. education were not significantly related to Asians, 
Hispanics, and Whites and were even negatively related to Black immigrants’ employment status. 
These findings are also inconsistent with previous studies that found education influences 
employment of many immigrant groups (Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002; England et al., 2004). One 
possible reason of the inconsistency might be caused by different legal statuses of samples used 
in the study. For example, while Bratsberg and Ragan (2002) used young male immigrants who 
obtained citizenship in the U.S., this current study includes immigrants newly admitted to lawful 
permanent resident (LPR) status in the U.S. For relatively new comers, rather than seeking well-
matched job by effectively using human capital, finding jobs that help them to earn money might 
be urgent to settle in the new country. In fact, immigrants who naturalize showed the faster wage 
growth and it could result from citizenship, but also could from greater investment in human 
capital prior to naturalization (Bratsberg & Ragan, 2002). Non-significant relations to 
employment in the majority of immigrant groups (i.e., Asian, White, and Hispanic) might due to 
the fact that foreign education has a weak effect on immigrant employment, and because the 
immigrants in the current study have shorter periods of stay in the U.S. with a lack of investment 
in U.S.-specific education. Moreover, relationship between U.S. education and employment of 
Black immigrants was negative. This finding could be explained because U.S. employers might 
be more likely to employ less educated Black immigrants than well-educated Blacks for low 
wages paid to employees so that educated Black immigrants might experience the lack of 
available jobs for them. To identify more specific reasons, further research focusing on 
racial/ethnic differences like the current study is needed. Although each racial/ethnic group had 
different significant predictors among human capital characteristics, the odds ratio in White 
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immigrants’ health conditions (OR = 2.53) and their previous occupational status (OR = 2.12) 
indicated large practical significance in employment status. It could indicate that when compared 
to other racial/ethnic immigrants, White immigrants’ human capital characteristics have 
relatively larger effect on employment status.        
 Surprisingly, social capital (i.e., ethnic-tie in the religious meeting, U.S.-born spouses, 
and social group memberships respectively) was negatively related to Asian, Hispanic, and Black 
immigrants’ employment status, while none of the social capital variables were significantly 
related to White immigrants’ employment status. The findings indicating that Asian immigrants 
who went to religious meetings with more than 50% from the same countries were less likely to 
be employed might indicate that diverse ethnic networks were important for Asian immigrants’ 
employment status. Additionally, despite a marginal relation, the number of religious group 
participation showed a positive relationship with Black immigrants’ employment. These results 
underscore that social capital is associated with Black immigrants’ employment most, whereas 
social capital does not matter much for White immigrants.  
Multivariate Results of Occupational Status of Immigrants 
Effects of Human Capital and Social Capital on Occupational Status  
The findings on the effect of human capital and social capital on occupational status 
among working immigrants show that years of education and occupational status in the foreign 
job, years of education, work experience and occupational status in the U.S., and English skills 
were related to immigrants’ current occupational status.   
The results of the positive impact of education and occupational status in the foreign job 
are somewhat inconsistent with reports from previous research pointing out the tendency that 
immigrants’ high level of human capital such as high skills and education are often underutilized 
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in the host-country labor markets (Matto et al., 2008; Williams & Balaz, 2005). In particular, 
Frank (2011) found that when comparing immigrants who seek low status occupations, those 
who search for high status occupations tend to have un-matched occupations. This inconsistency 
may be due to the differences in study samples. The current study used recent lawful permanent 
residences in the U.S., but other studies included cohorts who arrived in the 1980s and 1990s 
(Matto et al., 2008), and was conducted with only Slovak immigrants in the U.K. (Williams & 
Balaz, 2005) or in Canada (Frank, 2011).  
In the same line with foreign-country human capital, U.S. education was a significant 
predictor of occupational status among host-country human capital variables. Working 
immigrants who had more years of U.S. education were more likely to have middle and high 
occupational status rather than low occupational status in current job. Those results are consistent 
with earlier research which has found that the influence of host-country education on labor 
market is more likely to be stronger than the influence of education obtained in the origin-
country, because of better match and transferability (Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009). Consistent 
with theoretical expectations and earlier research indicating people with high levels of human 
capital take advantages in the labor market (Becker, 1964; Chiswick, 1978; Raijman & 
Semyonov, 1995), working immigrants who had higher occupational status in the U.S. first job 
and higher English skills were more likely to have middle and high occupational status rather 
than low occupational status. Surprisingly, having work experience in the U.S. decreased the 
odds of having high occupational status. This result is inconsistent with previous research which 
has found that the influence of host-country work experience is more likely to be stronger on the 
labor market than the influence of work experience in the origin-country (Zeng & Xie, 2004). 
One possible explanation might be because immigrants who had previous work experience in the 
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U.S. might have low occupational status. In fact, the descriptive results (high: 18%; medium: 
9.7%; low: 72.3%) with current data confirmed this explanation. As such, despite prior 
experiences, they might currently work in low status rather than high occupational status.  
None of the strong-tie based social capital variables were significantly related to 
occupational status. However, among weak-tie based social capital variables, social group 
membership was positively related to high occupational status, while the number of times 
participating in religious meetings was negatively associated with middle occupational status 
compared to low occupational status. These divergent findings between strong- and weak-tie 
based social capitals are supported by social capital theory that indicates weak-tie based social 
capital could be more valuable in the labor market than is strong-tie based social capital 
(Granovetter, 1973, 1985). In addition, the different findings within weak-tie based social capital 
could be explained by differences in the characteristics of social capital. Earlier research argued 
that whether networks have certain characteristics such as openness or diversity is important to 
explain occupational status attainment because capital might with different characteristics 
provide different access to contacts for high status (Nakao, 2000). More specifically in this study, 
although social group membership and frequency of participation in religious meetings could 
both be considered as weak-tie based social capital, social group memberships might have more 
open and diverse characteristics than religious groups. 
Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Occupational Status 
The fourth analysis examined whether relationships between human capital and social 
capital variables and immigrants’ occupational status varied by gender and race/ethnicity. The 
results indicate that years of education, and English skills are related to both male and female 
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immigrants’ current occupational status. Although females’ previous occupational status in both 
foreign countries and the U.S. are also related to current occupational status, male’s previous 
occupational statuses are more strongly related to the current occupational status. These findings 
indicate that male immigrants are more likely to receive well-matched jobs in the host country. 
Gender socialization theory can provide an alternate explanation for these findings. As addressed 
earlier, according to this theory, males tend to be more concerned with achievement, 
advancement, and work-related practices than females do (e.g., Lueptow 1981; Statham, 1987). 
In addition, because males are expected to have a role as a major breadwinner in the household, 
the socialization approach they use is appropriate to get competitive achievement in their career 
(Gaeddert, 1985). Consequently, even in a newly migrated country, males could reach the 
occupational status they were used to be. 
Moreover, among the U.S.-specific human capital measures, years of U.S. education, 
occupational status of the U.S. first job and English were positively related to both male and 
female occupational status. In particular, the findings of the strong relations of English with 
occupational status are in line with earlier research (e.g., Dustmann & Van Soest, 2002; Shields 
& Wheatley Price, 2002) and underscore that for both females and males, host-country language 
has clear labor market values. In contrast, work experience in the U.S. was negatively related to 
only male immigrants’ high occupational status. This finding could be explained with the similar 
rationale discussed above, that is, immigrants who had previous work experience in the U.S. 
might have those working experiences in low occupational status. Due to this possible reason, 
despite immigrants’ prior experiences in the U.S., immigrants might still keep working in low 
occupational status. Overall, based on the odds ratio, previous occupational status of the first job 
in the U.S. was most important for male immigrants’ current occupational status, while English 
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skills were most influential to female immigrants’ occupational status. For example, male 
immigrants who had high occupational status in their previous jobs in the U.S. were almost 9 
times (OR = 8.99) more likely to currently work in high occupational status. In addition, female 
immigrants who had better English skills were around 6 times (OR = 5.95) more likely to have 
high occupational status in their current jobs.   
Interestingly, social capital showed significant relations with only male immigrants’ 
occupational status. Social group membership was positively related to male immigrants’ high 
occupational status, while an increase in the number of participation in religious meetings was 
negatively associated with middle occupational status rather than low occupational status of male 
immigrants. The current study findings point to the same direction with the results from other 
studies that indicate male immigrants use social capital more while searching jobs than female 
immigrants do (Livingstone, 2006), and women’s networks tend to consist of less influential 
people when compared to men (Gray, Kurihara, Hommen, & Feldman, 2007). More specifically, 
female Mexican immigrants who used networks in job searches were less likely to be employed 
in formal sectors than those who obtain jobs without using social capital. However, for male 
immigrants, social capital was helpful in increasing the likelihood of finding jobs in the formal 
sector (Livingstone, 2006).    
 Several of the effects of human capital variables on immigrants’ occupational status 
differed by race/ethnicity. Both foreign and U.S. education were important factors for all groups’ 
occupational status. Occupational status in the foreign job was also moderately related to Asian 
and strongly associated with White immigrants’ occupational status. Occupational status of the 
first job in the U.S. showed very strong relations with all racial/ethnic groups’ current 
occupational status. Additionally, English-language proficiency showed very strong relations 
! 141 
with occupational status in the all racial/ethnic groups with a particular strong relation with 
White immigrants’ occupational status. The odds ratio for occupational status of the first job in 
the U.S. indicates large practical significance across all the racial/ethnic groups; and the odds 
ratio for English language proficiency also indicates that White immigrants who had higher 
English skills were about 17 times as likely to have high occupational status. However, English 
did not matter in the Black immigrant group. Likewise, human capital variables are most likely 
to relate with Asian and White immigrants’ occupational status among four racial/ethnic groups. 
In contrast, when comparing other groups, Black immigrants’ human capital characteristics were 
less influential to their occupational status. On the one hand, these findings highlight that the 
Black immigrant group is at the largest disadvantage in the U.S. labor market. The fact that 
Black immigrants’ human capital has no impact on their job position might be due to 
discrimination in the labor market. This finding is supported by earlier studies showing that 
Black males experience employment discrimination (Hum & Simpson, 1999) and are at a 
disadvantage in terms of obtaining well-matched occupations (Frank, 2011). Due to 
discriminatory processes, when immigrants are divided into visible minority and non-visible 
minority, visible minority immigrants tended to earn less than their counterparts in the host-
country labor market (Pendakur & Pendakur, 2000) and the current study results highlight the 
Black immigrants’ disadvantage in labor market as a visible minority. On the other hand, the 
findings show that when comparing to Black immigrants, it seems that Asian immigrants tend to 
utilize their human capital in the U.S. labor market more effectively. These results could be 
inferred from the context related to increasing educational levels as well as English proficiency 
of Asian immigrants. Although many Asian countries do not speak English, due to British 
colonial history of India, which is a country with a large population, immigrants from India have 
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high levels of English skills. It was found that among Asian immigrants in the U.S., Indian and 
Filipino immigrants had better English skills than their non-British European counterparts 
(Duleep & Dowhan, 2008). In addition, today’s Asian immigrants are well educated so they are, 
in general, more likely to have a college degree than U.S. natives (Lowell, Gelatt & Batalova, 
2006). Because of increased investment in human capital such as high education and English 
among Asian countries, Asian immigrants tend to be more employed in skilled jobs than 
Hispanics or other Eastern Europeans (Matto, Neagu & Ozden, 2008). Likewise, because Asian 
immigrants tend to bring useful knowledge and skills as well as marketable capabilities to the 
U.S., they have more chances to demonstrate and utilize their human capital in the U.S. labor 
market. 
Regarding social capital, Asian immigrants who received support from 
family/relatives/friends were less likely to be in high occupational status. The number of times 
participating in religious meetings showed a positive relation with Black immigrants, but a 
negative relation with White immigrants’ occupational status. Additionally, White immigrants’ 
native spouses and memberships in social and religious groups were positively related to their 
occupational status. However, none of the social capital variables were statistically significant 
for Hispanics. Likewise, support from family/relatives/friends in the Asian group, and U.S. 
native spouses and the number of times participating in religious meetings in the White group 
showed negative relations with occupational status. These results could be from the nature of 
cross-sectional data in this study. Although the respondents were asked whether they received 
support from strong-tie based social capital during last year from the time of interview; if 
respondents had been employed in a high position even before the time of interview, they might 
not need support from social capital. Rather, they could be in position to give support to others 
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so that variables receiving support could be negatively related to their high occupational status. 
Furthermore, as addressed above, native spouses can bring a lot of information, but it could be 
less matched and less useful to foreign-born spouses (Munshi, 2003) so that having U.S.-born 
spouses might be negatively influential to occupational status. Social capital variables were most 
likely to be related to White immigrants’ occupational status, and among other immigrant groups 
there were no or only one relationship (i.e., Blacks’ number of times participating in religious 
meetings).  
Overall, human capital is important for Asian immigrant occupational status, while social 
capital is relatively more significant for White immigrants. Both human capital and social capital 
variables are the least related to Black immigrant occupational status of all four racial/ethnic 
groups. These racial/ethnic disparities in the relationship between human capital and immigrant 
occupational status outcomes could be related to segmented assimilation theory. As reviewed in 
the earlier section, according to this theory, different racial/ethnic immigrants often experience 
disparate patterns in the process of assimilation into the new host-society because structural 
barriers (i.e., race and skin color) differently impact upon immigrant social mobility (Portes & 
Zhou, 1993; Zhou, 1997). Thus, because of race or skin color (the structural barriers), the type 
and number of opportunities offered to certain immigrant groups could be limited. For example, 
Blacks are more likely to experience occupational barriers such as discriminatory hiring practices 
than non-Blacks in the U.S. labor market (Reskin et al. 1999). In fact, Blacks have been 
historically considered in the most unfavorable conditions in American society. Despite a decline 
in discrimination against Blacks, the consequences of structural barriers are still applied the most 
toward Blacks among racial/ethnic groups in the U.S. (Charles, 2006; Zhous, 1997). Therefore, it 
is understandable that due to the big roles of structural barriers, Black immigrants’ human capital 
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and social capital have relatively weaker effects on their occupational status compared to other 
racial/ethnic immigrants. 
Multivariate Results of Part-time/Full-time Status of Immigrants 
Effects of Human Capital and Social Capital on Part-time/Full-time Status 
The findings from examining the relationships between human capital and social capital 
variables and immigrants’ part-time/full-time status revealed some statistically significant 
relationships in human capital, but no relation in social capital.  
Unexpectedly, immigrants who had middle occupational status in the foreign job and 
more years of U.S. education were less likely to have full-time status rather than part-time status. 
Plausible explanations for these results might be that if someone had middle occupational status 
in the foreign job or had more U.S. education, the person might be expected to have better 
employment conditions such as higher earnings or high-skilled jobs than their counterparts. In 
that case, because the person’s wage would be high enough despite fewer work hours, the person 
would have pat-time status. On the other hand, having work experience in the U.S. and having 
good/excellent health conditions were positively related to immigrants’ full-time status.  
Except a marginal significant relation between support from family/relatives/friends and 
immigrants’ full-time status, social capital and immigrant part-time/full-time status were not 
significantly associated. There is a prior study which has similar findings, i.e., no relation 
between part-time working and the size of personal networks was found (Heiligers, et al., 2008).  
In general, findings form this study on the negative or no relations between human capital 
and social capital with part-time/full-time status contrast with theory and previous findings. It 
could be because of the sample differences of current research with previous studies. Immigrants 
in the current study are all newly acquired lawful permanent resident status and almost half of 
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them (49.1%) stayed in the U.S. for 3 years or less. For these new immigrants, obtaining a job, 
without considering their abilities or other factors, might be the most urgent issue for their 
settlement in a new destination country. In particular, in unfavorable economic conditions, 
immigrants might not be allowed to fully utilize their human capital in getting jobs. Therefore, 
the current study showed different results from theory and previous findings.  
Variations by Gender and Race/Ethnicity in Relations between Human Capital and Social 
Capital and Part-time/Full-time Status 
The final research question, whether relationships between human capital and social 
capital variables and immigrants’ part-time/full-time status varied by gender and race/ethnicity 
was explored. First, in the analyses for gender differences, male immigrants who had better 
health conditions were more likely, but those who had more years of U.S. education were less 
likely to have full-time status rather than part-time status. It might be reasonable to speculate that 
if immigrants have more years of U.S. education, they are newer to the job market than 
immigrants who did not spend their time pursuing education and had participated in the job 
market as soon as they immigrated into the U.S. Consequently, immigrants who had more years 
of U.S. education and who are new in labor market might currently have a position with short 
working hours but with the potential to have full-time status later. Unlike male immigrants, for 
female immigrants, work experience in the U.S. is positively related to their full-time status. 
These results indicate that in order to increase working hours, there should be strategies in place 
to help female immigrants. As female immigrants increase skills and/or experiences needed in 
jobs, the possibility of having full-time status would also be increased. On the other hand, none 
of the social capital variables were related to male or female immigrants’ part-time/full-time 
status.  
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 The relationships of human capital and social capital with immigrants’ part-time/full-time 
status were different by race/ethnicity. Compared to those who had no/low occupational status in 
the foreign jobs and no support from family/relatives/friends, Asian immigrants who had middle 
occupational status in their foreign jobs and received support from family, relatives or friends 
were less likely to have full-time status rather than part-time status. In addition, among Hispanic 
immigrants, English skills were the only human capital variable that was positively related to 
their full-time status. This result is congruent with a previous study indicating that education, 
work experience in the U.S. and English skills were not related to employment stability among 
Hispanic immigrant men, which is closely related with part-time/full-time status because full-
time employment tend to offer more stability and benefits (Flippen, 2012). The inconsistency 
between the current study and the previous study (e.g., Flippen, 2012) in terms of the positive 
relation between English skills and full-time status may be due to differences in measurement 
and sample. 
Among Black and White immigrants, although there were several variables showing 
marginal relations with part-time/full-time status (i.e., social group membership for Black; 
occupational status in the foreign job, English skills and religious group participating numbers 
for White), none of other human capital and social capital variables were statistically significant.   
Limitations 
            Several limitations of the study need to be noted. First, this study used a cross-sectional 
data set. The cross-sectional nature of the data did not allow causal relationships to be 
determined. Human and social capital may contribute to better employment conditions, but labor 
participation may also enhance human and social capital (Mouw, 2002). While the time order 
could be established between some of the human capital variables (i.e., educational and 
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occupational experiences) and employment conditions (see Appendix A), potential selection bias 
could not be controlled. Therefore, as with any cross-sectional analyses, study findings, causal 
inference in particular, must be interpreted with caution.  
The second limitation of the study is related to the measures of social capital. Support 
from family/relatives/friends as one of strong-tie based social capital was measured solely by 
whether respondents received money from the strong-tie. However, it would be more desirable to 
consider additional support from family/relatives/friends such as emotional support. Measures of 
weak-tie based social capital also should be noted. Social group membership as one of weak-tie 
based social capital was measured by combining items of various organizational participation 
into one item (see Appendix A), but the items asked whether immigrants had such memberships 
while living outside of the U.S. Furthermore, the rest of the measures of weak-tie based social 
capital were all related to religious meetings. For example, religious participation was indicated 
by the frequency of attendance to religious meetings since living in the U.S., which can be 
influenced by the duration of their stay thus far. If the dataset contained more various and 
detailed information regarding social organizations and relevant activities, in which immigrants 
could build networks, more precise measures of weak-tie based social capital could have been 
constructed. 
The third limitation is that this study did not control for whether immigrants live in urban 
or rural areas, which might influence immigrant employment. NIS only includes information of 
states in which immigrants live.  
Fourth, as mentioned earlier, a large percentage of cases had missing values in family 
income data; furthermore, the “cause and effect” relations between family income and dependent 
variables might be ambiguous due to the nature of cross-sectional data. As a result, the current 
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study used bank account ownership as a proxy measure of income. However, family income 
could have influence on other variables and could have close associations with immigrant 
employment conditions (e.g., self-employment). 
Fifth, the self-employed sample was not big enough to allow for the examination of 
gender and race/ethnicity differences on the relationships between human and social capital, and 
employment status including three categories: unemployment, self-employment, and 
employment by others in some sub-group analyses.   
Finally, this study has the issue of generalizability of the findings because of sample 
characteristics. The current study only investigated immigrants who were 18 through 64 years 
old. In addition, immigrants in the NIS data are those who newly became legal immigrants so 
that around half of them spent less than 3 years in the U.S. Furthermore, the NIS data precludes 
an examination of undocumented immigrants. All immigrants in NIS data have lawful permanent 
residence (LPR) status. This does not allow for examining the relationship between immigrant 
legal status and employment status. Therefore, the results can only be generalized to immigrants 
who are working age and new legal immigrants.  
Implications 
 As the findings of the current study demonstrate, associations of human and social capital 
with the employment conditions of immigrants vary by gender and race/ethnicity, which provide 
important implications for practice, policy and future research.  
Practice Implications 
As the current study suggests, previous working experiences, particularly in the U.S., was 
an important determinant for an immigrant’s full-time status as well as employment status 
including both employment by others and self-employment. This draws attention to the need in 
developing relevant programs to facilitate the employment of immigrants who lack working 
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experiences. Providing training, internship, and mentoring programs/organizations could help 
immigrants enhance their job skills and in turn increase possibilities of being employed or having 
full-time status. For example, a mentoring program/organization itself could actively support 
employment/self-employment among immigrants, and mentors in the program/organization 
could also provide one-time events, internships or further job opportunities. Good examples of 
mentoring organizations include GlobalScot, and Armenia 2020 (Newland & Tanaka, 2011), 
which are mentoring organizations for helping co-ethnic businesses. By benchmarking such 
well-organized mentoring programs/organizations, governments should fund and provide 
community-oriented programs/organizations. Moreover, companies can benefit from the 
internships and mentoring programs/organizations because these companies could find employee 
who have needed skills and talents for the job through those programs/organizations (White & 
Fuller, 2002). For immigrants who want to be self-employed, internship opportunities as well as 
mentorship programs also help them gain skills, strategies, knowledge and know-how from 
mentors who already had been through difficulties and challenges in running own business 
(McGregor & Tweed, 2002).   
In addition to work experience, the findings from this study show that English-language 
proficiency was very important for immigrants to be employed by others and to have high 
occupational status. For immigrants, the workplace-oriented ESL programs teaching both 
English language skills and occupational skills help them prepare job-interviews or promotions. 
For example, vocational ESL classes in these programs not only teach the English skills for jobs 
(Migration Policy Institute, MPI, n.d.), but also gear individuals to learn basic workplace skills 
required for employment (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Adult and Vocational 
Education, 2006).  
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Regarding gender differences, findings indicated that foreign and U.S. working 
experiences and high English-language skills had important roles in female immigrants’ 
employment status. Therefore, programs in which an employer or company provides specific job 
skills and English/or training might be very useful for female immigrants. McDonald’s English 
Under the Arches might be a good example. It is a workplace English instruction program that 
has work-based curriculum for McDonald’s employees to acquire job-relevant knowledge and 
skills as well as needed English skills (e.g., communication with customers). This program has 
been operated at 14 locations and showed positive results such as increased wage of participants, 
so it will be expanded to new locations around the country (MPI, 2010, May 18). By using 
successful results from effective programs, social workers can advocate for creating appropriate 
paid internships and effective programs for immigrants where they can learn useful skills in the 
U.S. labor market and English. In addition, although McDonald’s English Under the Arches was 
developed and used in a large company, social workers could advocate that local businesses at 
community levels could model after the successful case of a large company. For example, if 
social workers share ideas of such programs with owners or managers of local businesses and 
shops, programs similar to McDonald’s English Under the Arches could be implemented in 
small businesses and helpful to both business owners and immigrants. For male immigrants, 
foreign work experience and health are positively related to their employment. Unlike programs 
for female immigrants, programs for unemployed male immigrants need to focus on increasing 
internship opportunities as well as on providing counseling for mental health or training for 
physical health.   
 Despite a marginal relation, this study found that the number of times participating in 
religious meetings was helpful in increasing immigrants’ self-employment. For immigrants who 
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want to be self-employed, practitioners could provide information of social/religious groups in 
which immigrants could build weak-tie based social capital. Furthermore, for immigrants who 
lack human capital but have some network connections, social workers could help them find 
ways toward self-employment. Because the acquisition of high English skills and education 
could be a long-term process, for immigrants who lack English skills and education but need jobs, 
more investment on building social capital could be useful.    
In subgroup analyses by gender, although having membership in religious groups is not 
associated with female immigrants’ employment status, female immigrants’ number of times 
participating in religious meetings was marginally significant in their employment status. 
Because the number of times participating in religious meetings is asking how many times the 
immigrants participated in religious meetings since they migrated into the U.S., the results imply 
that weak-tie based social capital which has been built over a long period of time act a more 
important role than just having religious membership in female immigrants’ employment status. 
Thus, services for female immigrants are needed to consider providing programs in which female 
immigrants could build trust relationships, rather than one-time event or program. For example, 
if employment-related programs such as English or internship programs are provided through a 
long-period of time, it would be efficient because female immigrants could accumulate human 
capital they need in the U.S. job market, and build weak-tie based social capital simultaneously 
by participating in these programs. Similarly, mentorship also could helpful to build work 
experience and weak-tie based social capital. Although mentors would not directly teach how to 
be employed, female immigrants could informally learn strategies if they know someone who 
experienced the similar barriers but later succeeded. Considering the importance of work 
experience and weak-tie based social capital in female immigrants’ employment, mentoring 
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programs in which female immigrants could get both social capital and indirect experiences, 
would be effective for them (McGregor & Tweed, 2002).  
In addition to gender-specific intervention strategies, racial/ethnic specific programs and 
interventions are needed. The current study showed that Asian and White immigrants benefit the 
most, but the Black immigrants benefit the least from human capital to be employed and to have 
high occupational status. The results indicate that insufficient human capital may impede 
participating in labor market and getting high occupational status of Asian and White immigrants. 
Thus, improving education, skills and English proficiency of immigrants should be considered to 
help them. Despite the Blacks’ fewer benefits from human capital compared to other 
racial/ethnic groups, both foreign and U.S. education and previous occupational status in the U.S. 
were important for their current occupational status. Because Black immigrants have relatively 
fewer important human capital factors, practitioners are needed to consider the effective use of 
their other capital to help them obtain better employment conditions. Interestingly, because the 
number of times participating in religious meetings was important for Blacks’ current 
occupational status, practitioners could suggest they regularly participate in religious groups. In 
addition, considering Black immigrants’ human capital and social capital is less influential on 
their employment, practitioner should consider how to use other factors such as their individual 
and familial characteristics. Furthermore, English proficiency was important for full-time status 
of Hispanic immigrants most. For the Hispanic immigrants who want to increase their work 
hours, communities in which many Hispanic immigrants live could facilitate more English 
classes with different levels and intensities. Likewise, practitioners and community leaders 
should have knowledge and information of different needs for various race/ethnicity immigrant 
groups. 
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In summary, immigrants have diverse situations and different needs. Rather than 
providing the same strategies to all immigrants, practitioners should make appropriate referrals 
after understanding what resources immigrants might have and consider their intended jobs and 
career goals. 
Policy Implications 
As a nation of immigrants, the U.S. is no longer favorable to people who want to enter 
the borders. The unfavorable U.S. attitudes and policies towards illegal immigration, increased 
illegal workers and in turn resulted in problems such as immigrants’ financial instability and 
maladaptation. Recently, the U.S. government tried to reform its immigration system. Hopefully, 
the new system can bring better labor market conditions for immigrants by expanding 
employment-based visas and reducing barriers to naturalization (MPI, 2013, April). However, 
policies for immigrant employment and integration, in particular policies for immigrants who are 
new to the U.S. and who migrant without employment-based visas, are still needed. First, the 
economic well-being of immigrants could be enhanced with an immigrant integration policy that 
promotes investment in immigrant human capital, with particular investment in improving 
English skills. In fact, with the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) of 1998, governments and 
policymakers have advocated for immigrants who have limited English proficiency to get help 
and access to training services and also obtain employment (Pandya, 2012). Other studies also 
indicate that English is one of the most important determinants for finding jobs and moving to 
higher occupations among immigrants (Constant et al., 2003; Shields & Wheatley Price, 2002). 
Policymakers need to focus on improving effective English programs by benchmarking 
innovative programs from other countries. At the government level, for example, German 
Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs funds a project “Fachstelle Berufsbezogenes 
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Deutsch”, which has the main purpose of teaching work-related German language, to enhance 
immigrants access to the German labor market and to develop advanced training designs for job 
skills needed in workplaces (Deutsch am Arbeitsplatz, 2008). In addition to English, education 
and previous skills were also important for immigrant high occupational status. Policy makers 
could consider providing programs for employment-related training and education through the 
community college system, and create partnerships between the programs and employers. If 
employers get involved from the planning stage of the programs and help customize programs, 
they would be more willing to hire immigrants who complete the programs. Local governments 
can partner with ESL institutes and community colleges to create paid internship opportunities 
for immigrants who complete the programs with regular attendance. To promote and sustain 
these programs, cost is a big issue so government should increase funding sources in this regard. 
Gender-specific policy is also needed to improve immigrants’ employment conditions, in 
particular, occupational status. Some human capital variables (i.e., education in both U.S. and 
abroad, previous occupational status, and English skills) were significant in both male and 
female’s occupational status. However, having work experience in the U.S. and social group 
membership were helpful to increase only male immigrants’ occupational status. These results 
suggest that employed male immigrants could be more likely to benefit from social capital than 
female immigrants; thus they need to utilize human capital as well as social capital in order to 
move upward in the labor market. A variety of organizations could help male immigrants obtain 
high occupational status. For example, government could provide membership information of 
government and nongovernmental organizations, religious and cultural organizations, 
employment organizations, organizations for co-ethnic immigrants, which might be useful for 
male immigrants seeking higher occupational status. Workshops that provide male-oriented 
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programs such as male group sessions or meeting with male senior workers could be considered. 
Furthermore, immigrants could get information from the workshop and also interchange 
information with people who participated in the workshop. Because none of the social capital 
characteristics are related to female immigrants’ occupational status, it would be more helpful to 
focus on investment in human capital for female immigrants such as U.S. education and English 
skills.  
 Furthermore, racial/ethnic-specific policies are needed. This study shows different 
racial/ethnic groups had different patterns in terms of using their resources to improve their 
employment conditions. Policy makers need to consider how to make resources available or try 
figuring out other ways to improve immigrants’ employment conditions. For instance, South 
Africa’s policy of Black Economic Empowerment helped to resolve the economic disparities 
between Blacks and non-Blacks created by Apartheid policies. The policy helped reduce the gaps 
by requiring employers in South Africa to offer employment preferences more to Blacks rather 
than non-Blacks (Southall, 2007).  The U.S. also could develop policy that could empower most 
disadvantaged racial/ethnic immigrant group.    
Specifically, policy makers should develop race/ethnicity-specific policy regarding 
immigrants’ employment. For Asian immigrants, work experiences, high English ability, and 
good/excellent health and for Hispanic immigrants, having foreign and U.S. work experiences 
were important in obtaining jobs. These findings indicate that the government could develop 
policies and programs with similar approaches for both Asian and Hispanic immigrants’ 
employment status because work experience, English ability and even health are human capital 
that could be improved by government investment. In the policy-making process, policymakers 
are thus needed to consider that Asian and Hispanic immigrants will benefit most from human 
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capital investment. In contrast, for White immigrants, previous U.S. occupational status was 
important for them to be employed. However, because previous occupational status could not be 
changed, thus, for White immigrants, it may be helpful to improve current human capital to 
improve their employment conditions. In sum, policymakers need to consider these differences 
in making policy and programs for immigrants.  
Asian immigrants who went to religious meetings in which less than 50% members are 
from the same country were more likely to be employed. It indicates that social capital with 
diverse races/ethnicities might be more helpful to Asian immigrants’ employment status. Policy 
makers should consider of creating environments in which immigrants could build interethnic 
social capital such as ethnically mixed neighborhoods, casual social clubs, and voluntary 
organizations (Kanas et al., 2011). By involving those meetings, immigrants can meet with co-
ethnic and different ethnic immigrants as well as natives, and consequently obtain social capital, 
which is useful to immigrant employment. In addition, White (i.e., both social group and 
religious group memberships) and Black immigrants’ weak-tie based social capital (i.e., the 
number of religious participation is helpful to their higher occupational status. For those 
races/ethnics, more deliberate organizations and meetings in which they can have specific 
information and social capital for upward mobility.    
In addition to racial/ethnic-specific policy for employment status, racial/ethnic-specific 
policy is also needed to improve immigrants’ occupational status and to increase their working 
hours. Years of education in the U.S. and foreign countries, and previous U.S. occupational 
status were significant for all races/ethnicities. English-language proficiency was positively 
associated with all groups’ occupational status except Blacks. Foreign occupational status was 
important to Asian and White immigrants’ occupational status. These findings indicate that 
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although other racial/ethnic immigrants could benefit from various human capital factors, for 
Black immigrants, U.S. education is very important because it seems the most important one that 
could help improve their occupational status. Thus, governments should consider providing more 
educational grants to Black unemployed immigrants who need more education in the U.S. 
Moreover, social and religious group memberships were positively related to White immigrants’ 
occupational status. Frequency of participation in religious groups was positively associated with 
Black immigrants’ occupational status. These results might indicate that White and Black 
immigrants get help to have jobs with high occupational status from social capital which has the 
same goals and interests, and is built on trust. Government could consider providing places and 
designing events for immigrants to create social capital based on strong trust. Those places and 
events might be helpful for them to exchange information that in turn could help them move 
upward in the U.S. labor market.   
In sum, providing policy and programs tailored for different gender and racial/ethnic 
immigrants could help improve the labor market integration and further social integration of 
immigrants. 
Research Implications 
The results of the current study indicate that the different associations relationships 
between human and social capital and employment by gender and race/ethnicity among 
immigrants, which has received little attention in current literature. It is particularly important 
that future research continues examining these variations.  
As previously mentioned due to the cross-sectional nature of the NIS data, causal 
relationships cannot be established (Boxman et al., 1991). This limitation could be addressed 
with futures studies using longitudinal analyses. It is worth mentioning here that the New 
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Immigrant Survey is a longitudinal study. NIS-Round 2 collected in 2007 is expected to be 
publicly released in the summer of 2013 (NIS, n.a.). Future longitudinal analysis will shed more 
light on the effects of human and social capital on immigrant employment. 
Furthermore, self-employment not only recently has been growing but also has been 
considered as important revenue to improve immigrant economic well-being (Batalova & Dixon, 
2005; Lofstrom, 2009). Thus, it would be necessary to investigate how influential factors for 
immigrant self-employment are different by gender and race/ethnicity when data with enough 
sample size of self-employed immigrants in each racial/ethnic group become available.  
Although this study includes only immigrants who have lawful permanent residence 
status, future research might consider including undocumented immigrants. In 2010, 11.2 million 
immigrants live in the U.S. with unauthorized status, and among them 71.4% (8 million) are in 
the workforce. This number of unauthorized immigrants in the workforce represents about 5% of 
the total U.S. workforce (Passel & Cohn, 2011). Thus, future research that includes 
undocumented immigrants is very important to understand the employment conditions of 
immigrants. The relationship between immigrant legal status and employment status could also 
be explored in future work. 
Finally, when interpreting the findings from this study, it is worth noting that diversity 
exits within one racial/ethnic immigrant group; therefore, the generalization of study findings 
should be cautious. For example, this study showed Asian immigrants’ employment patterns and 
relationships between human capital and social capital with their employment. However, it is 
mistake to generalize these findings to all Asian immigrants from different Asian countries. 
Asian immigrants demonstrated significant heterogeneity in their patterns of employment 
(Fernandez, & Kim, 1998). Future research might consider within-group differences by 
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examining differences between immigrants from China, Japan, the Philippines, Korea and other 
Asian countries. The same holds for other racial/ethnic groups. 
In conclusion, the current study suggests that diverse immigrant groups by gender and 
race/ethnicity may need different resources to be employed, to have higher occupational status 
and to work in full-time status. Thus, assessing these differences and targeting various immigrant 
groups with different resources and program accordingly will likely improve immigrant 
employment conditions of immigrants more effectively and in turn will benefit the nation as a 
whole. 
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APPENDIX 
VARIABLE OPERATIONALIZATION 
Variables Original Survey Questions Operationalization 
A. Dependent variables 
Employment status 
 
[C16] Are you doing any work for pay at the present time? 
For those who are working, [C22_X] are you self-employed or 
working for someone else at this job? 
1= Employed by others 
2= Self-employed 
3= Unemployed 
Occupational status [C18] What kind of work do you do on this job? (current U.S. job) 1= Low occupational status 
(reference) 
2= Middle occupational status 
3= High occupational status 
Part-time/Full-time status [C33] How many hours a week do you usually work at this job? 1= Part-time status 
2= Full-time status 
B. Independent variables 
Human Capital 
Foreign-earned human capital 
Education in the foreign 
countries  
[A20] How many years of schooling in total have you completed? 
[A21] How many these years in school were spent in the United 
States? 
Continuous variable 
Total years of schooling– Total 
years of schooling in the U.S. 
Work experience in 
foreign countries 
[B25] Before you came to the United States, had you ever worked 
for pay or as a family worker in a household enterprise? 
 
0= No foreign-earned work 
experience (reference group) 
1= Having foreign-earned work 
experience  
Occupational status in 
foreign countries 
[B29OC] What kind work did you do on this job? ( job abroad)  0= Unemployed/Low 
occupational status (reference) 
1= Middle occupational status 
2= High occupational status 
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Host-country human capital 
Education in the U.S. [A21] How many these years in school were spent in the United 
States? 
Continuous variable 
Work experience in the U.S. [B74] Have you worked since you came to the United States to 
live? 
 
0= No U.S. work experience 
(reference group) 
1= Having U.S. work experience 
Occupational status of the 
first job in the U.S. 
[B78OC] What kind of work did you on this job? (first U.S. job) 0= Unemployed/Low 
occupational status (reference) 
1= Middle occupational status 
2= High occupational status 
English language 
proficiency 
[J13] How well would you say you understand English when 
someone is speaking to you? 
[J14] How well would you say you speak English when 
someone is speaking to you?             
0 = Low level 
1= Medium level 
2= High level 
 
Health [D1] Would you say your health is excellent, very good, good, 
fair, or poor? 
0= Poor/Fair (reference group) 
1= Good/Very good/Excellent 
Social Capital 
Strong-tie based social capital 
Support from family, 
relatives and friends  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[I13] During the last twelve months, did you or your spouse give 
or receive any financial assistance (such as gifts, transfers, 
bequests, or loans) to or from your parents or step-parents when 
they were not living with you in the same house? 
[I17] During the last twelve months, did you or your spouse give 
or receive any financial assistance to or from your spouse's 
parents or step-parents when they were not living with you in 
the same house? 
[I21] During the last twelve months, did you or your spouse give 
or receive any financial assistance to or from any of your 
siblings when they were not living with you in the same house? 
0= No support (reference group)  
1= Received support 
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[I27] During the last twelve months, did you or your spouse give 
or receive any financial assistance to or from any of your 
spouse’s siblings when they were not living with you in the 
same house? 
[I31] During the last twelve months, did you or your spouse give 
or receive any financial assistance to or from any other relatives 
besides your spouse, children, parents, spouse's parents, siblings, 
or spouses' siblings or friends when they were not living with 
you in the same house? 
U.S. native spouse [A145_X] In what country was your [husband/wife] born? 
 
0= No U.S.-born spouse 
(reference group)  
1= U.S.-born spouse  
Weak-tie based social capital 
Membership   
     Social group 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Religious group 
 
 
 
Religious participation 
While living outside of the United States did you give money, 
time or goods to any of the following organizations outside of 
the United States? 
[J88] A labor union? 
[J89] A business or professional organization? 
[J90] A charitable organization? 
[J92] A social club or community group? 
[J93] An ethnic or national origin association? 
 
[J39] Do you presently consider yourself to be a member of a 
specific church, parish, temple, synagogue, or mosque in the 
Unites State?  
 
 [J38o] Since becoming a permanent resident, how many times 
have you attended religious services? 
0= No social group membership 
(reference group) 
1= Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0= No religious group 
membership (reference group) 
1= Yes 
 
0= Never (reference group) 
1= 1-23 times 
2= more than 23 times 
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Ethnic-tie VS Native-tie   
                    Ethnic-tie in the      
                  religious meeting 
              
             
 
                   Native-tie in the  
                  religious meeting 
[J42] Please tell us approximately what percent of adults in the 
church, parish, temple, synagogue, or mosque that you attend 
most often come from your country of origin? 
 
 
[J44] Please tell us approximately what percent of adults in the 
church, parish, temple, synagogue, or mosque that you attend 
most often come from the United States? 
0= Less than 50% are from my 
country (reference group)  
1= 50% and more are from my 
country  
 
0= Less than 50% are natives 
(reference group)  
1= 50% and more are natives 
C. Moderating Variables 
Gender [A6] Are you male or female? 
 
0= Female (reference group) 
1= Male 
Race/Ethnicity [N 16] Surveys of American citizens typically ask questions on 
ethnicity and race. How would you answer these questions? Do 
you consider yourself to be Hispanic or Latino?  
[K17_2] Asian?  
[K17_3] Black, Negro or African American?  
[K17_5] White?  
1= Non-Hispanic White 
(reference group) 
2= Black 
3= Hispanic  
4= Asian 
 
D. Control Variables 
Individual Characteristics 
Age [A7] In what year were you born? Continuous variable 
Region of birth  
(Country of origin) 
[A9a] In what country were you born? 
 
1= Western Europe/Oceania/North America 
(reference) 
2= Eastern Europe/Former USSR/Central Asia 
3= Latin America and the Caribbean 
4= Mexico 
5= Asia 
6= India/Middle East/North Africa 
7= Africa  
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Immigration history   
Age at arrival in the U.S.  Continuous variable 
Entering year into the U.S. The year of the first entry into the United States  
 
0= 2002 and after (reference)  
1= Before 2002 
Years in the U.S. Duration in years of current stay in the U.S. 1= 3yrs and less (reference)  
2= 4-10yrs 
3= 11yrs and more 
Class of admission [CIS] visacatmo 
NIS visa categories 
 
1= Employment preference 
(reference group) 
2= Family preference 
3= Refugee 
4= Diversity/Other 
Interview language [R1] Any other language used 
 
0=Only English 
1=Other languages 
Family Characteristics 
Household size [A11] Including yourself, how many people are currently living 
in your household? 
Continuous variable 
 
Marital status [A52] Are you now? 
Married/Living together with someone else in a marriage-like 
relationship/Separated/Divorced/Widowed/Never married, not 
living with comes in a marriage like relationship 
1= Married/Cohabiting (not 
separated) (reference group) 
2=Separated/Divorced/Widowed 
3= Never married 
Presence of young children 
(under the age of 6) in the 
household 
Children under the age(s) of 6 in the household 
 
0= No child <6 present 
(reference group) 
1= Child(en) <6 present 
Bank account [H112] Have checking or savings accounts 0= No 
1= Yes 
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